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INTRODUCTION 

by 

Herschel L. Bricker 

This is the first book of its kind, a composite reflection by a 
dozen specialists on several important aspects of the theatre. 
The authors of the various chapters — ^producers, directors, 
scene designers, critics, actors, lighting experts, and writers of 
books and articles on the theatre — have been invited to speak 
each from his own standpoint with the utmost freedom. Their 
remarks are directed to the play-going public as a whole as 
well as to the students of the theatre in colleges, little thea- 
tres, and dramatic schools. 

If the reader has no contact with the theatre other than en- 
joying the performances he sees from across the footlights, he 
may be interested and possibly surprised to note the many 
steps involved in preparing a single production. This book 
will reveal the hundreds of detailed problems that confront 
the producer pirior to and during the period of rehearsals. In 
fact, the preliminary activity centered about putting a play on 
the stage might be viewed by lookers-on as a drama in itself. 
The authors give one a peek behind the proscenium, a chance 
to envisage the drama that goes into action there during the 
weeks previous to the opening night, with its many varied 
comic and tragic scenes played by scores of ^^actors” and 
^^actresses.’’ 

The emphasis on this aspect of the theatre is made neces- 
sary by the essential nature of theatre art. A painter or a sculp- 
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tor is not directly concerned with anyone in his work; the 
final product, be it good or bad, is credited entirely to him. A 
single artistic stage production, however, involves dozens of 
individuals, each working directly toward the final goal — the 
playwright, the actors, the director, the scene designer and his 
staff of experts and technicians, the costume designer and 
costume makers, and the make-up artist. The phases repre- 
sented by all these persons, as discussed by the authors of this 
book, will give one an idea of the fascination and the romance 
of the theatre. 

Alfred Harding, in charge of the editorial work for the 
Actors’ Equity Association, and for many years an active 
theatre worker, outlines the history of dramatic art, while 
Irving Pichel, actor and director of screen and stage plays, 
discusses the present day theatre and its problems. Following 
these chapters, Barrett H. Clark, an international authority 
on drama, gives iis a few sidelights on the playwright and 
producer; and Arthur Hopkins, the director whose long list 
of successful productions has won for him the status of New 
York’s most noted producer-director, tells us what attitude 
the producer should take toward a play which he is about to 
stage. Four directors of wide experience, who have guided 
the destinies of many Broadway successes. Brock Pemberton, 
Melville Burke, Bertram Harrison, and Priestly Morrison, 
talk informally about types and methods of directing. Cleon 
Throckmorton, noted designer and builder of stage scenery, 
devotes two chapters to scenic art. These are followed by 
chapters on stage lighting written by Stanley R. McCandless, 
Associate Professor of Lighting, Yale University, who has 
had a tremendous influence on the development of lighting, 
and by Louis Erhardt, recently an Assistant to Professor 
McCandless and now lighting expert for Donald Oenslager. 
America’s foremost woman scenic and costume designer, Aline 
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Bernstein, writes about the art and methods of costuming. 
The last chapter, on make-up, is written by Tamara Day- 
karkhanova, known to the theatre publics of Europe and 
America, and at the present time, the director of the Studio 
of Stage Make-Up, New York. 

An excellent presentation of a fine play might be thought 
of as a symbol standing for all the dramatic performances 
that have been given down through the three thousand years 
of theatre history. It is a symbol of struggle and development. 
It is a symbol of artistic achievement. It silently expresses a 
hope of future artistic fulfillment. But in actuality it means 
more than this. The presentation of a play represents much ef- 
fort by untiring and enthusiastic men and women, working to 
satisfy themselves, and to add another significant contribution 
to the pages of dramatic history, for only through this means, 
as every true artist of the theatre knows, can real progress be 
made. 

This is the spirit of the men and women who have written 
Our Theatre Today. Their exposition embodies a living art 
and craft. 




INTRODUCTION FOR STUDENTS 

by 

Herschel L. Bricker 

This book is written for two groups of students: those who 
are sincerely interested in coming into actual contact with play 
production through practical experience in order to gain a 
deeper appreciation of acted drama j and those who feel that 
they have sufficient artistic ability to warrant the more exact- 
ing study of the several phases of production for the purpose 
of finding a work upon which to expend their boundless 
energy, and from which they may derive their joys in com- 
pensation. If the reader considers himself a member of either 
one or the other of the two divisions, then let us ponder over 
a few thoughts together before delving into the body of the 
book. 

Twenty years from now — ^perhaps even ten years from 
now, I believe the legitimate theatre will play not only to 
much larger and more enthusiastic audiences than it does to- 
day, but also to audiences that will be much more intelligently 
critical.^ I make that statement, be it right or wrong, on the 

^Although the following from Kenneth Macgowan’s Footlights Across 
America (Harcourt, Brace and Company 1929, p. 12) is now out of 
date, the statistics will give the reader some knowledge regarding the 
number of people who participate in dramatic art in one way or another. 

‘‘The extent of the local theater in America cannot be estimated at all 
accurately. George Pierce Baker of Yale has listed 1800 names of pro- 
ducing organizations. Theatre Arts Monthly has been in correspondence 
with 1000 groups. The Drama Monthly has 1000 on its list, and during 
the past two years it has printed the names of plays produced by almost 
500. The Pasadena Community Theater sent out a questionnaire to 6oO| 

xix 
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supposition that the majority of people attending the theatre 
ten or twenty years from now will be those who are today 
studying production in our many little theatre groups, and 
in our colleges and universities. 

Those studying drama by taking an active part in producing 
plays — ^and there are thousands doing that very thing — ^are 
developing a lasting appreciation for, and a better understand- 
ing, of, acted drama. 

On this assumption, every person interested in this appar- 
ently very popular art owes it to himself to attempt to study 
theatre in an effort to cultivate a keener sense about it, even if 


and found more than a tenth of them dead and gone. I should estimate 
that there are loo organizations of laymen making from 4 to 25 pro- 
ductions a year, and 100 universities doing about the same amount of 
work. There are at least 1000 groups that give one or two plays each 
season, 6000 high schools that produce as part of their class work any- 
where from one bill of short plays to 25 bills of long and short, and 
6000 more high schools with dramatic clubs that give at least one play 
a year. 
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he wishes to use his knowledge only to the extent of enjoying 
plays. However, there is another factor which I can best set 
forth by a remark I overheard upon coming from the thea- 
tre one evening. Without intending to eavesdrop, I could 
not help hearing a young lady say to her escort: “She continues 
studying music; but it seems to me, if she studies a hundred 
years she will never be an artist.” That very statement could 
be made of many people pursuing some phase of the theatre, 
and the pity of it — ^many people who intend to make some 
phase of it their profession. 

My point is this: It is desirable fof a student to study 
dramatic art for the sake of gaining cultural benefit; but he 
should not allow a spurt of undeveloped and undirected en- 
thusiasm to lead him to believe that he has found his niche. 
In the latter event, the theatre would be far happier if the 
individual suddenly decided to dig gold in Alaska, plow corn 
in Iowa, or hoe potatoes in Aroostook. 

A person who has studied piano has, undoubtedly, a finer 
appreciation of music than another person who does not know 
one note from another; but to have had piano lessons is no 
guarantee that one will become an Ignace Paderewski, is it? 
An individual who has had work at one of our best art schools 
will possess a deeper feeling for paintings than the individual 
who has studied only from observation; but how likely is the 
former to become a Henri Matisse? The same is true of 
dramatic art. Simply because one pursues the study of theatre 
— directing, acting, scene designing, stage lighting, costuming, 
make-up — ^is no assurance that one will become a Max Rein- 
hardt. 

Do not misunderstand. I am not saying that one either is, 
or is not, suited to follow the Dionysians regardless of effort, 
for it is absolutely necessary to do careful study, if one wishes 
to perfect one’s dramatic technique. And I am not saying that 
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a degree, the highest attainable, signifies the qualities — ^im- 
agination, determination, comprehension, delicate feeling, un- 
derstanding of emotions, vision, and love of humanity — ^that 
are vitally essential. As with any art, the aspirant must have 
what I choose to call an artistic senses and that artistic sense 
comes largely from within. It is the basis from which a true 
artist derives his means of expression. It is the pivot from 
which he begins, and from which he must always revolve, 
even as he acquires more and more skill in the use of his 
medium — ^stagecraft. It is true talent, and as Constantin 
Stanislavsky says: ^^True talent is deeply hidden in the soul. 
It is not easy to lure It from its hiding place.” ^ 

Now the questions arise: How does one determine whether 
one has this artistic sense? What approach should one make 
in training for the theatre? Certainly there is no yardstick 
by which to measure accurately one^s ability 5 but there are a 
few suggestions that may prove helpful. 

It seems to me that the superior person who believes that he 
is gifted, and who has the determination to find out, should 
choose a capable and frank director to guide him in his early 
efforts. A man of no artistic ability can do much to set obstacles 
in the path of the neophyte — obstacles that will stand in the 
way throughout his career. The student of the theatre needs 
most of all a chance to express the ideas that will come from 
his fertile and vivid imagination, if he is worthy of the op- 
portunity, under careful guidance. 

After one has thus placed himself, there are, among many 
things, at least five of primary importance, to which he must 
always be keenly alert. To list them: (i) keep an open mind, 
(2) acquire a thorough historic background, (3) strive for a 
sympathetic working knowledge of stagecraft, (4) remember 
that the final goal is to translate abstract aesthetic values into 

^ My Life in p. 89. Little, Brown. 
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concrete artistic terms, (5) gain adequate experience before be- 
ginning work of a professional nature. 

AN OPEN MIND 

If the theatre is to flourish, it is necessary for those partici- 
pating within its pale to nurture, through a long and exacting 
course of study and practice, an individual and distinctive ap- 
proach of their own. No student of dramatic technique should 
commit himself to the theories of one book, or one instructor. 
He should make it a policy during his period of prepara- 
tion, to become acquainted with as many aspects as possible, 
keeping always an open mind. He should not be hasty in 
setting his mind on one theory, or on one group of meth- 
ods, especially when it is based on the experiences of a 
limited few. He should not make a study of dramatic art, if 
he is not capable of approaching his subject with a mind willing 
to glean the best from every attainable source, and if he does 
not have the initiative to mould it, along with his own crea- 
tive ideas, into a mature whole. It takes time to reach this 
goal, more time than most amateurs wish to spend. And 
therein lies a test that will reveal whether the student is 
superficially interested or genuinely sincere. 

There are too many in the amateur and legitimate theatres 
today who have had insufficient training, and who have no 
artistic conceptions — ^no imagination upon which to depend. 
Thus, it should behoove the student of the theatre to approach 
his work with an open mind, and with a determination to listen 
wherever there is an opportunity, and then to choose wisely. 

HISTORIC BACKGROUND 

Acquiring a thorough historic background goes hand in 
hand with keeping an open mind. To have a thorough founda- 
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tion — ^to know the history of the theatre since the days of the 
Greeks, to be able to visualize its developments and changes, 
and to be able to place it in relation to its contemporary so- 
ciety — ^will serve as an inspiration, and as a guide in itself. 

KNOWLEDGE OF STAGECRAFT 

Stagecraft is to the theatre what tools and a knowledge of 
the human physique are to the sculptor, or what the canvas 
and the palette are to the painter. Just as it is impossible for 
the sculptor, or the painter, to work without his mediums, so 
it is impossible for the producer of plays to work successfully 
without a comprehensive usable knowledge of the craft. It is 
through this means that the dramatic artist is able to create 
balanced, and significant stage scenes. He may be able to 
visualize his desired effects, but if he is unable to set them 
into a harmonious symphony — ^to make them reveal his visual 
images, he will be unable to maintain a high place in the 
theatrical realm. 


ARTISTIC TERMS 

Acted drama is an art translated through the means of 
stagecraft. To know stagecraft is one things and to use the 
knowledge of stagecraft as a means of conveying harmonious 
beauty, atmospheric correctness, and sympathetic picturiza- 
tion, is another. The attempt to translate abstract sesthetic 
values into concrete artistic terms is a touchstone, for it will 
invariably register the ambitious beginner as one having a 
distinct artistic sense, or as an utter failure. 

ADEQUATE EXPERIENCE 

As one traverses the theatre world from Broadway to the 
least of the little theatre groups, one hears more and more the 
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complaint that too many people are rushing headlong into the 
theatre profession without adequate experience. It may be 
another footprint of our “rushing age”} I do not know. But 
I am pretty certain that, if it continues, it is gomg to check the 
healthy growth of our theatre. Our theatre aspirants should 
be encouraged to go through a much longer and a much more 
thorough period of study. Just how this can be managed for 
those who aspire to the empyreal heights, does not seem to 
be very well defined either by our amateur or our legitimate 
divisions. 

It will have to be admitted, regrettable as it may seem, 
that the people bathing in the glory of our legitimate theatres 
today will not remain there forever. It will be necessary for a 
few, at least, of our ever increasing numbers, to carry on play 
production. And surely it is admitted that it is desirable for 
our younger generation to prepare for these offices. We have 
gone too long now on a hit or miss basis. 

Some persons on the legitimate side of the fence declare that 
the little theatres, and especially courses in our colleges and 
universities, are doing much more harm than good toward 
training dramatic students} but I believe those persons are for- 
getting that many of our colleges and universities today are 
much better equipped, both in the way of instruction and in 
materials, to give work, than they were, say, fifteen years ago. 
Such critics are remembering only the amateur groups that 
are largely composed of a collection of individuals who will 
never be anything more than superficial enthusiasts, and who 
always stand in the way of desirable growth. It is true, I think, 
that dramatic art, more than any other, is impeded by the 
efforts of numerous willing but artless souls. It must break 
from this fetter before any true progress can be made. People 
must be educated to the fact that not every Tom, Dick, or 
Harry can stage plays. 
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At any rate, the high grade amateur training station seems 
to provide a place where the individual may test his genuine 
interest and ability. At the same time, it does seem unwise for 
any student who has had a few years’ experience in a dramatic 
department, or in a little theatre, to consider that he is ready to 
step on to Broadway. Such experience is no certificate that one 
is prepared to impose oneself on the legitimate stage. If the 
student could serve an apprenticeship with a chosen man of 
reputation, or with a professional theatre group, upon com- 
pleting his early stage training, the situation would be more 
satisfactory. However no dependable means has been estab- 
lished whereby this is possible.^ 

In any event, it is well for the youth of our theatre to spend 
time moulding his artistic being into something worthy of 
the goal he wishes to attain. He must gain more experience 5 
and if he is honest with himself, and fair to the theatre, he will 
fight for a place to obtain it. 

In the course of his study the student should remember 
that dramatic art will never be greater than those who promote 
it are great. It will never attain its highest possibilities until it 
demands the best of those in its field. If the theatre can lay 
any claim to art, then it cannot stand in the way of progress 
which must come through the freedom of the individual. 

Let those who aspire to do worthy things in our theatre 
bear in mind that play production cannot attain its ultimate 
artistic realm until it is concerned with a great play, aestheti- 
cally staged in Its proper environment, played by actors of deep 
insight and high sincerity, and directed by a man of compre- 

® Eva LeGallienne beg-an a free school in connection with her profes- 
sional repertory theatre in the fall of 1928, However, as she has had her 
company out on long road tours for the past two years, the school has 
been temporarily discontinued. Miss LeGallienne hopes to reestablish her 
school in the future. I sincerely hope she may, for it is badly needed. 
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hension, of vision, and of a profound understanding of human 
nature. Then, our theatre will be raised to a level that will 
command the respect it deserves. It is an art worthy of that 
place. 
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Alfred Harding has been in charge of the editorial work of the Actors’ 
Equity Association since 1923. He served as reporter and dramatic 
editor, and as critic for the Washington Ddl*^ News in 1921, and as 
reporter for the New York Morning Telegraph in 1922. During 1930 
and 1931 he was correspondent for the Montreal Daily Star. His book 
— The Revolt of the Actorsy published in 1929, is probably his best 
known piece of work on the theatre. 



THE THEATRE’S FIRST THREE THOUSAND 
YEARS 

by 

Alfred Harding 

CHAPTER I 
GREECE AND ROME 
The Great Greeks 

The art of the theatre Is the oldest of the arts known to man. 
Before ever there were written records, or pictures, or even 
the beginnings of speech, individual prehistoric men demon- 
strated to their fellows how they had stalked or been stalked 
by their natural enemies and how, in the encounters which 
followed, they had emerged victorious. They were, invaria- 
bly, success stories; the conquered never returned to tell what 
fate had befallen them. 

Yet, with all this ancient background, the history of the 
theatre as a medium for the portrayal of a story by actors 
' on a stage before an audience is a matter of less than three 
thousand years. And that is no more than yesterday and the 
day before as history is reckoned. 

The first recognizable ancestor of the theatre we know is 
discernible through the mists of history ih Greece in 535 b. c. 
That was about the beginning of one of those rare great 
periods of history. 

It must have been fun to be alive In Greece at that time. 
For here was something quite new to that ancient world— 

5 
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a radical experiment in social pioneering — ^and it was work- 
ing. Hitherto every one of the great civilizations the world 
had known had flourished or fallen with the fortunes of its 
ruling caste, a relatively small group holding in subjection 
a great mass of miserable, oppressed, and hopeless people 
through the agencies of a dominant priesthood and a ruth- 
less army. 

But as Greek civilization emerged from its cocoon of 
barbarism it developed a federation of city states, cemented 
lightly by ties of a common ancestry, religion, and language 
and united briefly in moments of extreme peril. Within each 
of those sovereign city states the citizens had rights and 
privileges as well as obligations} they exulted in their cit 3 ^s 
triumphs, shared in its prestige, and sorrowed in its humilia- 
tions. Their priestly class confined itself to its temples and 
their rites and made no attempt to control the thinking of the 
people. It was, in short, an eager, inquiring, independent 
civilization whose horizons, physical, intellectual, and cultural, 
were expanding before men’s eyes. Not even the swelling 
shadow of the Persian Empire, already darkening the eastern 
skies above the colonies in Asia Minor, could damp the ardor 
of the Greek spirit. Life was a pageant, fine and stirring and 
well worth the living. At such a time and to such a pepple 
the theatre first made itself manifest. 

It was no new invention, even so, but rather a development 
of events which had been long in the shaping. The Greeks 
worshipped many gods — ^they loved Dionysos, conqueror of 
death and lord of the vine. His festivals, and particularly 
the Dionysos Eleuthereus in the spring, were occasions for 
widespread rejoicing. Business was abandoned, the law courts 
were closed, the whole city and all who were in it held high 
holiday. Masked, or with faces daubed with the lees of wine, 
processions streamed to the places of worship, roaring choruses 
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of praise to Dionysos, improvising dance steps — caught up for 
the time being from the ordinary routine of living, trans- 
formed into the intimates, the equals almost, of the god 
they served. 

Some of the songs were familiar to aUj others were com- 
posed on the spur of the moment j there would be snatches 
of dialogue between the leader and inspired members of the 
group. Here was a fit background and stage for the next 
short, but immensely important step — from the narration of a 
story to its enactment. 

In 555 B. c, the festival of Dionysos Eleuthereus, known 
also as the City Dionysia because its celebration was within 
the walls of Athens in distinction to others held in the groves 
and fields, was organized, and Thespis of Icaria won the first 
prize offered for tragic poetry. It is this same Thespis (be- 
cause of whom actors are still known as Thespians) who is 
credited with the introduction of an actor in addition to the 
leader of the chorus. He was probably that first actor him- 
self, as well as being the dramatist and director of the produc- 
tion. The chorus was stiU the heart of Thespis’ drama, and 
the acted part of the play was litde more than a series of 
interludes to bind together and to explain its songs and dances 
— ^but the first step had been taken. Action was now an integral 
part of the drama. 

Ten years after this world premiere Aeschylus, first of the 
trio of Greek tragic poets whose efforts raised the drama to 
heights rarely achieved since, was born in Eleusis. While he 
was establishing his literary reputation, the long lowering 
Persian storm burst, and every Greek hand was drafted to 
meet its menace. Responding brilliantly to the crisis, these 
citizen soldiers met and turned back the superior forces of 
Darius and Xerxes in the land engagements of Marathon 
(490) and Plataea (479), and in the naval battle of Salamis 
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(480). Aeschylus served with the Athenian contingent at 
Marathon and Salamis and acquitted himself creditably on 
both occasions. 

Athens had furnished the leadership in this repulse of the 
Persians, and during the next few decades the city rode high. 
It was the actual capital of Greece. Treasure poured into its 
coffers from its tributaries and from commerce with its neigh- 
bors. Literature, drama, and the arts sprang into full bloom. 
Whatever the Athenians touched at this period turned to 
gold under their hands. Their writers opened vistas of 
thought which even today have not been completely explored. 
In the realms of thought and beauty the few years which 
followed Marathon are still the high water mark of human 
achievement. 

It was in the midst of this glorious age that Aeschylus 
came to full flower. Writing for the festivals of Dionysos 
he used themes naturally limited to the gods and the legend- 
ary heroes and the conflicts in which they became involved. 
Over and over again in his stories of conflicts between gods 
and heroes, or between the greater and the lesser gods, he 
preached of the disastrous impact of sin, not only upon the 
sinner but upon his descendants for long generations until 
by hard won atonement the sin was expiated. 

He was not a smooth writer, or an easy one. There were 
still tricks of speech and drama to be learned by his succes- 
sors, but for lyric grandeur and nobility of thought and ex- 
pression, Aeschylus of the Oresteia stands on a lonely peak. 

Between 490 and 458 Aeschylus is supposed to have written 
ninety plays of which the complete texts of seven remain. 
One of them. The Suff Hants y is the oldest of extant dramas. 
He won the tragic prize twelve times, and after his death 
the rule requiring new plkys for each festival was relaxed to 
permit subsequent production of his works. 
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Two special contributions beyond his plays Aeschylus is 
also credited with having bequeathed to the theatre. He in- 
troduced a second actor to the scene where only the chorus 
leader and one actor had stood before — and new possibilities 
of drama came with him. And he set the fashion of writing 
trilogies — ^that is, three plays about a single central theme. 
The plays were short, not much more than a thousand to 
eleven hundred lines apiece. The three together took not 
much longer to present than a modern drama. That form, 
however, permitted progress in time, change of locale, and 
reason for a difference in costume, which served the same 
purposes as our division into acts. The acts of the Greek 
drama were simply interludes where the chorus came in. They 
did not divide the play into its natural parts as acts now do. 

During the last ten years of his work Aeschylus overlapped 
the creative lifetime of Sophocles (495-406). In Sophocles 
many students of the theatre feel that tragic writing reached 
its finest flower. If he had lost something of the magnificence 
of Aeschylus, he had gained something of the humanity 
which was lacking in the older writer. Certainly he was the 
better technician of the two — one of the greatest the world 
has known. The gods loomed somewhat less impressively in 
his writings than the noble men who were their adversaries. 
' Of approximately one hundred plays Sophocles is sup- 
posed to have written, only seven have come down to us in 
complete form. Oedifus the King is generally held to be 
his masterpiece, though votes are also in for Electra^ Antig- 
one^ Oedifus at ColonuSy and 

Sophocles introduced the third actor. With his appearance 
the Greek dramatic cast reached proportions to which it ever 
after rigidly adhered. That is not to say that dramatists were 
committed to casts with only three characters, but it did im- 
pose a limit upon the number of characters with lines to 
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speak who might appear on the stage together. By the use 
of various masks and costumes these three actors could and 
did portray scores of characters in one play. But when 
dramatic action required the presence of more than three of 
them on the stage together, the number in excess of three 
were required to remain silent during that scene. Sometimes 
that convention rather strained credulity, for it was neces- 
sary to have a character hear speeches to which he would 
ordinarily reply, and forego that reply or hear it made by 
another character. But it was not without certain advantages. 

• It concentrated the attention of the audience, made the 
identification of the speakers easier (for there were no play 
bills or programs), and it resulted in less congestion on what 
was still a pretty small stage. 


TWO ON THE AISLE IN ATHENS 

Greek tragic writing was at its height during this period, 
and production was typical of what we call the classic drama. 
If through the magic of some time-machine, we could be 
transported two thousand years to Athens in the middle of 
the fifth century b. c., this is the sort of production and these 
the conditions we should find: 

While the fingers of dawn still probe futilely at the black 
bowl of the horizon, all Athens is astir. The dark streets are 
full of hurrying forms all converging on the theatre of 
Dionysos, nestled in the slope of the Acropolis. Clutched in 
each hand, or tied securely in the fold of a robe, is a small 
stampe'd metal disc, or two obols in cash (about six cents). 
Admission used to be free, but since the riots a few years ago, 
and the complaints that foreigners were getting all the best 
seats, this charge is now made. Small as it is there is already 
grumbling that it is making the theatre too expensive for 
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many of the citizens, and a law is pending which will require 
the admission price to be provided by the state to any citizen 
who may demand it. 

The gray light that precedes the dawn is scarcely more 
than a suggestion, but already the rows of benches are rapidly 
filling. Are our seats up there? Half way to heaven! We 
aren’t likely to miss anything in the audience — if they’d only 
move the performance out there. 

Far, far below us, for we are near the top of the theatre, 
is the circle of the orchestra, beaten hard by the feet of 
generations of dancers, a small altar to Dionysos in its center. 
Across the floor of the orchestra, opposite us, is the low stage 
on which the action will take place, backed by the ^^skene,” 
or -Stage building. Three doors pierce its wall through which 
the occupants of the palace or temple it may represent will 
make their entrances and exits. But since only those who 
dwell there, or are legitimately there, can use those doors, 
the entrances from the wings are reserved for those who come 
from a distance. The entrance to the right of the audience 
is nearer the city, and persons coming thence, or from that 
neighborhood, would naturally enter from itj the entrance 
to our left gives onto the road to Piraeus, Athens’ seaport, 
and so it is through that entrance that persons from a distance 
would appear. It helps to place people, and so it is a useful 
convention. 

Around the rim of the orchestra runs a row of thrones. 
The larger one in the center is naturally for the Priest of 
Dionysos. Each of the sixty-seven bears a tablet indicating the 
office or the position of its occupant. 

From the orchestra fourteen aisles radiate like the spokes 
of a wheel. They go up and up, seventy-eight rows. The top, 
near which we are sitting, is a hundred yards from and a 
hundred feet above the orchestra floor. 
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Back of the thrones are the reserved seats, more than 
twenty rows of them. They are conferred by the state on 
certain officials and classes or for particular services. So there 
are places for the priests of various religions, for members 
of the Council of 500, for the orphans of soldiers fallen in 
battle, for the judges of the various contests, for foreign 
ambassadors and for certain public benefactors. Those who 
have reserved seats can take their time about arriving, and 
the more important will be met and conducted to their places 
by state officials. If they are popular, they are greeted with 
applause, if unpopular, with caustic remarks and hisses or 
the ancient Grecian equivalent of the Bronx Cheer. 

And then come all the rest of us two obol people, eighteen 
to twenty thousand of us. We come with rugs and cushions, 
for the wooden benches are backless and low for the average 
man, and we carry supplies of food and drink. Though we 
may have eaten before leaving home, we are going to be here 
a long time. We present a gay, colorful appearance — ^white, 
red, brown, and yellow robes, vestments, and uniforms — even 
women up in the top rows — ^this is one of the few chances they 
have of getting out in public. No wonder our allies and 
visitors are impressed. 

By now the dawn is fully here. The Priest of Dionysos 
stirs on his throne. A procession marches in from the wings — 
the chorus — ^and the play is on. It may be that we are witness- 
ing the world premise of Electra or Oedifus the King. 

It is a marvelously responsive audience. Not only does it 
know all the stories on which these plays are based, but the 
average level of intelligence is high. Woe to the playwright 
who offends with a false quantity, or the actor who stumbles 
in his lines. Groans, hisses, and a concerted kicking of sandaled 
heels against the backs of their benches may force the player 
or the play to be taken off. But wise and noble sayings or 
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great performances are welcomed with enormous pleasure, 
with shouts and the clapping of hands, and the play may be 
halted for an encore. Nor was it always unpremeditated — 
claques were then, as now, a factor in the theatre. 

It would still be possible to over estimate the intellectual 
calibre of these audiences. They were from all classes and 
all ranks in the nation, and there were all kinds of people 
in them. There were those who slept through the entire per- 
formance and others who, no doubt, talked in the finest pas- 
sages, or who ate and drank noisily. There were fools, and 
show-offs, and good hearted but dumb people, too. But, on 
the whole, the Athenians of that time were grand audiences 
and worthy of the plays they were summoned to see. 

Contemporary with Sophocles in time, but a whole world 
away in thought, was Euripides (480-406), third of the 
glorious trio. Sophocles was conservative, polished, witty, 
urbane — a man of the world. Euripides was a scholar, aloof, 
withdrawn, and definitely on the radical side. 

Athens was changing, too. The old exaltation and nobility, 
which had been characteristic of living in the days of Mara- 
thon and Salamis, had faded. Sparta had challenged Athenian 
leadership in Greece, and all the Grecian world had been 
embroiled on one side or the other. Half a century of merci- 
less warfare had spilled the best blood in the land and im- 
poverished all the contestants. Now, as the fifth century was 
ticking its way off the calendar, Athens was being crowded 
to the wall. Defeated by land and sea, deserted by her allies, 
she lay at Spartaks mercy, forced to make the best of her 
conqueror’s hard terms. The long walls which linked the 
city to her sea-port were to be destroyed, and all her galleys, 
save twelve, were to be handed over to the victors, and Athens 
was to bind herself to do the bidding of Sparta in all things. 
All Greece rejoiced as the walls fell and the galleys went up 
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in smoke, for Athens had never been an easy mistress, but 
with the fall of Athens, less than two years after the death 
of Sophocles and Euripides, the great days of Greece were 
gone — never to return. 

The shadow of these coming events was dark over Eu- 
ripides, and they colored his writing. If, because the theatre 
was still bound to a religious festival, his themes had to be 
the old familiar stories of the gods and heroes — ^well, he 
could write them, but he would show them as they were — 
and the record indicated that the gods were capable of some 
pretty dirty tricks. Of men, too, he would write as he knew 
them, and there were elements of divinity in the human 
characters he depicted. So, less noble than Aeschylus, not such 
a technician as Sophocles, he was more human and sym- 
pathetic th^ either. 

It was his bad luck to be forced to compete with Sophocles 
at the height of his career, and of his ninety-two plays only 
five gained the prize. It was not only that, though. He had 
the misfortune to be ahead of his time. Brilliant and tolerant 
as the Athenians were in many respects, they were still not 
ready for a playwright who opposed war, or who questioned 
the realities of religion too closely. On one occasion his au- 
dience, believing he had revealed too much of the Eleusinian 
Mysteries, turned on him, and he saved his life only by tak- 
ing refuge at the altar of Dionysos in the center of the 
orchestra. Brought to trial, he was subsequently acquitted, 
more, however, on his martial record than because he had 
demonstrated his innocence of the charges brought against 
him. The taint of suspicion still clung to him and somewhat 
later the author of Medea, TheT rojan W omen, T he Bacchae, 
and other plays was sent into the outer darkness of esile, to 
die at the court of Philip of Macedon. 

Whether they liked, or respected, or feared, or hated Eu- 
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ripides, the fifth century Athenians were sufiiciently good 
judges of literatxire to seize- upon his plays with avidity. New 
productions from his pen were awaited with an excitement 
hard to realize in these days of many and easy diversions. 
With his passing, the sun of Greek tragedy had set. 

The tragic contests continued for some time still. New 
plays were being produced as late as the reign of the Roman 
Emperor Hadrian, in the second century a. d., but after the 
fifth century b. c. revivals of the earlier masterpieces be- 
came more common and from the third century b. c. they 
were customary. The last recorded production in Athens oc- 
curred in the fifth century a. d. 

Altogether the contests of the City Dionysia had a run of 
close to a thousand years. Yet in the first hundred years of 
their existence they reached and passed their peak. The re- 
mainder of the course was a long slope — down hill all the way. 

If tragedy could not survive the impact with disastrous 
facts, comedy rose to new heights during the period of Athens’ 
greatest stress. It, too, was a product of the festival of Di- 
onysos, but where tragedy evolved from a contemplation of 
the noble aspects of the god, comedy stemmed from the orgies 
which were no less an integral part of his divinity. 

During the earlier days of the contests, each poet was re- 
quired to take on the entertainment for a whole day, and the 
bill consisted of three tragedies and a comedy. Very often 
the poets made use of the characters and themes of the 
tragedies for comic relief in the afterpiece. But gradually the 
Lenaea became the comic contest, and the City Dionysia 
turned definitely to tragedy. 

The Lenaea was largely a domestic festival. It fell toward 
the end of January, when winter held the Mediterranean 
in its grip, and travel was both difficult and dangerous. It 
was easier and on the whole safer to permit the poets free- 
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dom to speak their minds at such a time than when the whole 
of Greece was looking on. 

Freedom of speech was no academic abstraction to the comic 
poets of Greece. Never in the world has a group of play- 
wrights been so personal, bitter, and rough as the writers of 
the old comedy in Athens. There were literally no lengths 
to which they might not — and did not — ^go. When they laid 
about them at the social evils of the time, their weapons were 
more likely to be bludgeons than scalpels. Theoretically it 
was all good, clean fun and no harm meant. 'But the citizens 
who doubled up on the hillside while Aristophanes went after 
Socrates in The Clouds could later have sat in the dicastery, 
or grand jury, which condemned that great thinker to the 
fatal cup of hemlock. 

No doubt about it, this Aristophanes (448-385), was one 
of the great comic writers of all time. A good deal of his 
stuff, by modern standards, is pretty low and rough, but 
it is still enormously funny. Just a few years ago a spirited 
revival of Lysistrata became a Broadway sellout. And then 
it came into conflict with the moralists of the law in Los 
Angeles, of all places, and it was rumored that a process server 
was scouring the city for several days in a futile search for 
a ^^Mr. A. Aristophanes,” reported to be the author of the 
raided play. 

Like many satirists, Aristophanes was little pleased with 
the life he saw about him. He turned longing eyes to a time 
only just passed, the golden era of Athens. Lamenting its 
passing, he damned those cults and isms whose presence be- 
trayed the change. Yet he was not always a Jeremiah. Along 
with denunciations and burlesques he could still write de- 
lightful topical verse — ^the sort of stuff W. S, Gilbert did in 
the Bab Ballads and the Savoy Operas. 

Eleven of the fifty plays with whose authorship he is 
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credited still survive. They are the only complete Greek 
comedies left to us of the thousands which must have been 
written. Reading Aristophanes provides a distorted but basi- 
cally correct picture of the social structure and thought of 
his times. Perhaps it might not be unlike the picture of our 
own civilization which scholars of 4500 a. d. might try to 
piece together by studying comic strips from our daily news- 
papers or scattered reels of the annual Ten Best Motion 
Pictures. 

Menander (342—291) was the last great Greek playwright. 
He came at a time when the final flicker of national greatness 
was lighting the Grecian world. Sparta had been toppled 
from the top of the heap by Thebes, which in turn had been 
displaced by Macedon under Philip. The latter’s son, Alex- 
ander the Great, in his brief but meteoric career, welded the 
Greek world into an empire once more with the torch of the 
Macedonian phalanx and carried Greek thought and culture 
to every corner of his vast empire. But Alexander was the 
empire, and upon his death Greece disintegrated again into 
a loose sprawl of city states. It was no longer the virile, in- 
dependent, eager race which had emerged from the Persian 
wars. Two centuries of almost constant strife had exhausted 
Greece 5 two centuries of contact with the Orient had softened 
her. 

Comedy was softer, too, less personal, less extravagant, 
less topical. Instead of making game of actual persons or 
movements, it held up to ridicule certain universal types — 
the boastful soldier, the sly slave, the overbearing father. 
Not so devastating as the satires of Aristophanes, perhaps, 
but rather better plays and considerably more human. And 
if they, themselves, did not survive the tooth of time, they 
exerted indirectly an influence which has not ceased to this 
day. Those same stock figures^ or their offspring, are still 
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the basic characters of the productions of the Minsky Brothers, 
and Hurtig and Seamon, and the other burlesque wheel 
showmen. 

BORROWED plumage: THE ROMAN THEATRE 

Geographically Greece faces the East, for there are few’ 
good harbors on her western coasts. On the other side, how- 
ever, the island-strewn Aegean Sea offers a series of stepping 
stones to the Asiatic littoral. And so the fortunes of Greece 
have always been largely bound up with the Orient. 

With Italy this situation is reversed. Her finest harbors 
look toward the West, while her eastern shores are precipitous 
and uninviting to mariners. Italy, then, faces the West, and 
her eyes are fixed on Europe. For centuries these two great 
Mediterranean peninsulas turned their backs to each other, 
had little contact with each other, and each knew only vaguely 
what was going on in the other and cared less. 

When Alexander the Great died in Babylon, in 323 b. c., 
sighing at the age of thirty-two that there were no more 
worlds to conquer, his enormous prestige in the East was 
scarcely known at Rome, though his next move would proba- 
bly have been directed against her. Yet within fifty years of 
his death, and not twenty years after the death of Menander, 
Rome had established contact with the outposts of Alex- 
ander’s empire and was preparing to stuff it, with all its 
civilization, its culture, and its vices,- into her capacious and 
insatiable maw. 

Rome, at this stage, was about five hundred years old. It 
had just completed the conquest of the Italian peninsula 
south of the Arno, and was about to embark upon the suc- 
cession of foreign campaigns which were to subjugate a large 
part of the then known world. 
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The Romans of the Republic were, above all, a practical 
people. Five centuries of struggle for existence had taught 
them the value of order, discipline, and application, and they 
submitted to their requirements willingly and without ap- 
parent regret. The concepts of justice and the law which 
were then being formulated are still the fundamental law 
of a great part of the world. The military roads and aqueducts 
which were then being laid down excite the admiration of 
engineers to this day, and still serve the purpose for which 
they were constructed. In many respects, and in none less 
than their innocent admiration for sheer size, the Romans 
of that day possessed many of the qualities of the American 
people during the formative years of the United States. 

Beauty, independent of utility, was something the Romans 
could take or leave. Solidity, massiveness, dignity, they could 
appreciate, and frequently achieved. But certainly there was 
no such hunger for beauty as the Greeks knew from the 
beginning. 

In all matters esthetic the Romans were ever great bor- 
rowers and adapters. From neighbors and subject peoples they 
borrowed their religion, literature, art, and drama. During all 
this first five hundred years, they had developed no literature 
of their own. The first authentic piece of Latin literature is 
a translation of the Odyssey of Homer. Even that was not 
written until the end of the first Punic War, still a quarter 
of a century in the future at this time. From the Etruscans, a 
people of greater antiquity and more advanced civilization, 
they had borrowed a form of dramatic verse known as the 
Fescennine Verses which were performed at harvest and 
vintage festivals and which might in time have developed 
into drama as the Greek festival of Dionysos had done. But 
the development was long overdue. The first Etruscan troupe 
had made its debut in Rome in 364 b. c. by performances 
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there to propitiate the gods who were, at the moment, inflict- 
ing a pestilence upon the Roman people. It was to house this 
company that the Circus Maximus was built. Yet though 
these borrowed skits, songs, and dances had been known for 
close upon a century, they had never taken sufEcient hold 
on the Roman imagination to produce a single Roman writer. 

And then, in rounding out the occupation of the peninsula, 
Rome discovered the civilization of Greece. All the southern 
shore had been settled by Greeks and was so completely 
Hellenic that it was known as Magna Graecia. Tarentum, 
most important of these Greek cities, incurred the easily in- 
flammable wrath of Rome. The city was invested and taken 
in 272, and Rome found itself face to face with a civilisation 
vastly superior to anything it had ever known hitherto. It 
was leisurely, cultured, extravagant — ^in a word, everything 
that Rome was not. But it was a softer, sweeter, more gracious 
life and, apparently, lots more fun to live. 

Because it was first revealed in a Greek city this mode of 
life Avas termed ‘‘Greek” by the Romans, although in its 
essentials it was probably oriental. Whatever it was, the 
Romans liked it, and they began to adopt its ways, as they 
had adopted the ways of their Etruscan and Samnite neigh- 
bors somewhat earlier. A valiant effort was made to keep 
Roman living and thinking on the same high bare plane it 
had previously inhabited. But legislation, precept, and ex- 
ample were powerless to stem the rising tide of alien culture 
and luxury. 

It would be idle to speculate as to what might have hap- 
pened if there had been a fully developed Roman dramatic 
literature. But after one look at the Greek drama available 
for the taking, Rome gave over forever the attempt to create 
a dramatic literature of its own. Henceforth its dramatists 
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contented themselves with copying and adapting Greek plays 
for Roman audiences. 

The first Roman to try his hand at that game with any 
degree of success was Titus Maccius Plautus (Flatfoot), 254- 
1 84 B. c., who wrote possibly one hundred and thirty plays, 
for every one of which he went back to Greek sources. And 
yet in the twenty plays by which we know him, Plautus stands 
revealed as something more than a mere coypist. Despite 
their alien source and the restrictions under which he labored, 
he managed to impart the Roman stamp to his work. His 
technical difficulties were not lessened by the fact that it was 
still a serious offense to make a butt of any citizen, or of 
Rome. The Twelve Tables of the Law prescribed whipping 
for such defamers. But Plautus, through calling his char- 
acters by Greek names, and setting the scene of his plays in 
Athens, was able to poke a vast amount of fun at the old 
Roman virtues and authority. As a matter of fact he was 
handicapped by the limitations of his audience even more 
than by the law. It was a sentimental audience, and easily 
moved. It did not particularly care to exercise its intellect. It 
wanted a good time, a chance to laugh at somebody or some- 
thing. Make it laugh, and it would eat out of your hand. It 
was, all in all, an audience similar to that which supports 
revues and musical comedies today, and it got just about the 
same kind of fare handed to it. 

The only other significant comedy writer was Publius 
Terentius Afer ( ? -159 b. c.). Although his early record 
is obscure, Terence was born in Carthage arid was at one 
time a slave. It was to Menander that he went for his ma- 
terial, and he brought it back almost straight. Not the show- 
man that Plautus was, Terence was essentially a scholar and 
stylist. He was intent on rendering the Greek originals in 
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the finest and most elegant Latin at his command. How many 
more plays he wrote than the six we have is not known. They 
were lost in Arcadia whence he repaired because of charges 
of plagiarism, and where, brokenhearted by their loss, he 
died shortly afterward. 

While Plautus and Terence were doing their best to create 
Latin literature, they exercised very little influence on con- 
temporary Latin thought. The class for which they wrote 
was never large or much interested in the theatre as such. The 
very great majority of Romans went ahead getting their fun 
from the Fescennine and Atellan Verses and the performances 
of mimes and pantomimes. The importance of these two 
writers is derived from the fact that they preserved and kept 
available a great deal of Greek literature that must other- 
wise have perished} and also from the influence they exerted 
upon the classical scholars of the Renaissance when they were 
exhumed after many centuries of darkness. 

Tremendous changes occurred in the political and social 
structure of Rome during the two centuries that stretched 
between the time of Terence and that of Seneca, who lived dur- 
ing the reigns of Caligula, Claudius, and Nero, in the first cen- 
tury A. D. It was a period of desperate and almost continual war- 
fare — ^wars with Carthage, hostilities between Rome and her 
Latin allies, civil wars and class wars in Rome. In those wrack- 
ing years the fate of the nation hung often in the balance, and 
the flower of its manhood was almost exterminated. Many of 
the great families which had provided Rome with a soul 
had simply ceased to exist. 

The ruling class which now occupied their seats and sent its 
proconsuls in the wake of the conquering legions was no 
longer the hard, practical, self-denying citizenry that had set 
Rome on her path to glory. The staves of the legions might 
still bear the proud device SPQR (Senatus Populusque Ro- 
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manus), but they represented a difiEerent breed of people. 
Once hereditary and autocratic, the Senate now took its orders 
from an Emperor who made and unmade Senators at his 
whim and might elevate to its formerly exclusive ranks even 
freedmen, recently slaves. Nor was the change in the Roman 
people less striking. A race of frugal, hard working, patriotic 
citizens had vanished in the mists. The Roman citizens of 
the Empire disdained to work or fight. Work was for slaves 
and new conquests glutted the markets no matter how badly 
the slaves were treated. Fighting was the job of professional 
soldiers. And so they lived without end or aim on the bounty 
of the government, which supplied food and amusement as 
the price of power. 

And yet, because Rome in all her long existence never got 
around to the secret of representative government, this vio- 
lent, capricious, and vicious mob was the nominal and, at 
times, the actual authority in the greatest empire the western 
world had yet seen. They, and other citizens of the Empire 
who were actually in Rome, were alone entitled to the vote 
that stood for the voice of the Roman people. 

The sudden acquisition of great wealth is a stern test for 
any man, or organization, or people. By this time Rome was 
rich, immensely rich with the booty of all the civilized world. 
As the tide of gold rose about her, the old Roman virtues 
of justice, order, and discipline were washed away. A man’s 
origin, his mode of life, his character, were of no significance. 
If he had amassed sufficient wealth, all honors, position, ex- 
emptions were his for the asking. 

The theatre but mirrors the life of a community. It does 
not control that life. While there has never been a theatre 
less national than that of Rome, it would have been less than 
human if, in the first century a. d., it had not become a place 
for the exhibition of a drama spectacular, but somewhat 
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empty 5 filled with violent, if sometimes meaningless action; 
and written in verse shaped for florid declamation, bombastic 
and mannered in the extreme. For that was the life of Rome 
by that time — the brilliant surface of a shell enclosing a great 
deal of nothing. 

The one important Roman writer was Seneca (about 1-65 
A. D.). He rewrote the old Greek stories of Agamemnon, 
Medea, and Oedipus, without the inner feeling which had 
produced the original versions. For Seneca was a politician, 
a Senator, a Gsnsul, the lover of empresses, a philosopher, 
and a prolific worker in many literary fields. He was no 
believer in the ancient gods whose stories he told, nor was 
his audience. And so his plays were literary, and, dramatically 
speaking, lifeless. Seneca’s importance is due to the fact that 
when the scholars of the Renaissance discovered classical 
drama, it was the work of Seneca with which they first be- 
came acquainted and not the original plays of Aeschylus, 
Sophocles, and Euripides upon which Seneca had drawn. 

They found in his vork, too, references to the Greek unities 
of time, place, and action, about which a great deal is said, 
even today, without any very clear idea as to what they are 
and why they were formulated. They were based upon an 
observation in Aristotle’s Poetics in which he wrote: “The 
action of a play should be represented as occurring in one 
place, within one day, and with nothing irrelevant to the 
plot.” They were common practices in a theatre which pos- 
sessed no actual changes in scenery, or methods of indicat- 
ing different times of day. The unity of action, or of theme, 
or mood, was the only one of any actual importance. Even 
that unity was violated by the best Greek writers on occasion. 

, But what Aristotle merely recommended as a good idea, as 
developed by Seneca, became the rule to which the French 
and Italian classicists of the Renaissance gave slavish ac- 
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ceptance. For quite a while they succeeded in persuading 
writers that this drama of Seneca^s was the drama, and that 
anybody who intended to write tragedy had to copy it. 

From its very beginnings the Roman theatre was essentially 
a place to see something performed. And so the stage which, 
in Greece, had been at first nonexistent and then only an 
adjunct to the performance of the chorus, became of prime 
importance. It was made much longer and wider, and the 
wall of the “skene” was raised to imposing proportions, clear 
to the top of the colonnade surrounding the auditorium. It 
was broken into stories by rows of heavy columns set atop 
each other, and the space between was filled with niches con- 
taining statues, busts, and ornamental objects. In at least 
one theatre of which there is record the first story was of 
marble, the second of glass, and the third of gilded wood. 
It required active, not to say violent, plays to compete with 
a background like that. And here is a description of a play 
and of its reception by the audience reported by Horace, 
in one of his Efistles. The time is somewhat before the period 
during which Seneca was active, but the conditions were ap- 
proximately the same. Said Horace: 

“The audience, even while the actors are speaking their lines, 
calls for a bear baiting or a wrestling match. Pleasure has moved 
from the ear to the restless eye and to entertainment with no 
meaning. For four hours, or more, the curtain is down while 
troops of cavalry fly past and hordes of men on foot. Captive 
Kings are dragged in with hands bound behind their backs. War 
chariots lumber by and are followed by carts, carriages, ships, 
bearing ivory and all the spoils of Corinth. That hybrid creature, 
the' giraffe, then catches the attention of the crowd, or it may be 
a white elephant. And what actors’ voices are strong enough to 
be heard above that din? The spectators ask each other: ‘Has the 
actor said anything, yet?’ ‘I don’t think so.’ ^Then with what are 
you so pleased?’ ‘Oh, that beautiful purple tunic he is wearing/ ” 
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Under such conditions the lot of the actor was wretched in 
the extreme. Where in Greece he had been a minister of 
Dionysos, occupying an honored position in society, exempt 
from military service and, in his journeyings, granted a 
diplomatic immunity even in wartime; he was the scuifi^ of the 
earth in Rome. There was no religious significance to the 
presentation of plays here, and the theatre, for ^he first time 
in its career, became purely a question of entertainment. It 
was merely a matter of slaves and freedmen earning their 
living by means of a despised trade. No citizen coxxld become 
an actor without forfeiting all his civic privileges. A soldier 
appearing on the stage might be punished by instant death. 
The actor was infamous, excluded from public functions, 
honors, and military service. If he, or his son, married the 
daughter, granddaughter, or great granddaughter of a Sena- 
tor, the marriage might be annulled. He was under the ab- 
solute control of his manager, who might be a slave himself, 
but who had the power of life and death over his troupe, 
and might order the most merciless flogging for any faults 
in a performance. In short the actor was generally held to 
be, as he was classed by a praetorian Edict, one with de- 
serters, panders, thieves, and robbers. And, apparently, he 
deserved that classification often enough. 

Yet from that debased and disgraceful status there arose 
the world’s first great actor. Roscius (Quintus Roscius Gallus) 
promoted himself from the ranks during the last days of the 
Republic, about the time of which Horace was writing. He 
was a comedian of singular power and restraint, and he de- 
served and enjoyed a popularity never previously bestowed 
upon any actor in Rome. He became a friend and protege 
of the orator Cicero, who defended him in court on one oc- 
casion; and of the Consul Sulla, by whom he was raised to 
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Senatorial rank. He died in 62 b. c., rich and respected, proto- 
type of the successful actor. 

Clearly enough, the Roman public never gave its real in- 
terest or support to the literary dramas of Plautus and Ter- 
ence and Seneca, no matter how ably they might be inter- 
preted by Roscius, or Aesopus, his tragic counterpart, or any 
of their less able fellows. The Romans found other forms of 
entertainment more to their understanding and liking. They 
never lost their fondness for the vaudeville of the mimes. 
They developed a real passion for pantomimes (in which a 
whole performance is acted by a single player successively 
presenting the various characters in a play to the accompani- 
ment of a chorus and an orchestra). But the darling of the 
Roman heart was the gladiatorial combat — fights to the death 
between assorted beasts j between beasts and menj between 
individual men with similar arms, or individuals equipped with 
different types of weapons j between whole troops of men. In 
these bloody combats the real spirit of Rome under the Em- 
perors is revealed. Before these more vital forms of entertain- 
ment the legitimate theatre was overshadowed, and for some 
time before receiving its cou'p de graccy it languished in the 
shadows. 

Meanwhile there were rising two forces which eventually 
were to end the theatre in Europe for centuries: Christianity 
and Barbarism. 

Christianity hated the theatre on several counts. It was, in 
the first place, a survival of paganism and celebrated the 
deeds of va’rious pagan gods and heroes, against whom the 
church had declared war to the death. And the church was 
the religion of the poor and oppressed, despising and decry- 
ing the rich and highly placed and all their manifestations, 
of which the theatre was one of the most obvious. Finally in 
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the theatre the church could descry only too many evidences 
of ^^the worldj the flesh, and the devil,” which it was willing 
to forswear for salvation. So the church proscribed the theatre 
and preached against it, though it was never able to prevent 
entirely its people from attending the theatre as long as the 
theatre remained. 

Beyond the ramparts of the empire established by Trajan 
at the close of the first century a. d., the barbarians were 
piling up. Behind the spears of the legions, henceforth on 
the defensive, an oppressed and miserable people did not 
care who governed them and rather expected that under a 
different rule some of the more terrible inequities of life 
might be corrected. 

And so, from the fourth century a. d. (and from now on 
all dates will be of that vintage), succeeding waves of Goths, 
Vandals, Franks, Huns, and their kindred tribes washed 
against the ramparts finding holes here and there j filtering 
through, taking over whole provinces with little or no re- 
sistance j and gradually absorbing the once omnipotent realm 
of Rome. The whole eastern end of the Empire, roughly 
corresponding to the domain of Alexander the Great, split 
off from Rome and went its own way for a thousand years 
becoming Increasingly more Greek than Roman, The west 
splintered under each Impact of the barbarian waves. At any 
time after the sack of Rome by Alaric the Goth, in 410, the 
Empire might be deemed to have perished, though the date 
476, when the line of Emperors came to an end with Romulus 
Augustus, is usually assigned as the formal end of the Roman 
Empire. 

The barbarians had no more use for the Roman theatre 
than did the church fathers. There was nothing like it In their 
past, and they found themselves little enough In sympathy 
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with its ways. It was, on the whole, they thought, rather 
Roman and hence weakening and degrading. 

And so the theatre after a thousand years of varying for- 
txines, found itself at last at the end of its string. Forgotten 
by the people j despised by the new lords of the land; hated, 
feared, and proscribed by the now dominant Christian re- 
ligion, the theatre fled into exile. Its buildings were allowed 
to decay and fall into ruin, were converted to other pur- 
poses, or were torn down for building material. Its scripts were 
written over, destroyed, or retained as grammar texts in mon- 
asteries. Its people became vagabonds, outlaws, wanderers over 
the face of the land. 

CHAPTER 11 

THE CONTINENTAL THEATRE 
In Cassock ani Cotta 

The theatre went into exile 5 its people remained. There were 
no longer theatres in which to perform 3 the plays were patch- 
work quilts of remembered scraps, handed on by word of 
mouth. They had no standing at all and no real right to 
life. But still they persisted in living and in playing. In 
little, unrelated groups they drifted about from town to town, 
putting on their tattered remnants of productions in castles, 
, at fairs, at crossroads, on street corners — ^wherever they could 
get together an audience. They got by any way they could, 
doubling in brass between drama and singing, dancing, 
juggling, throwing knives, walking tight ropes, competing 
with and even turning their hand to wrestling, animal train- 
ing, and all the repertoire of small time vaudeville. 

The last contemporary reference to a dramatic production 
in Rome appears in a letter dated 533 a. d. There followed 
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four hundred years of privation, neglect, and hostility for 
the theatre j of unremitting pressure, social, religious, and 
economic. Yet at its end, as at its beginning, there were still 
actors plying their uncertain and ill-rewarded profession. 
And people question whether the theatrical profession can 
weather a depression which has to this point run barely six 
years! 

The church of Christ was principally responsible for the 
exile of the theatre. For centuries that church was its unre- 
lenting foe. Even today there are sections of it which do their 
best to keep the theatre’s grave ploughed under and planted 
over. Yet it was, in the end, that same church which restored 
the theatre to society once more. No change of heart was in- 
volved, or any liberalization of the clerical viewpoint. But 
existing conditions led the church to believe that under proper 
supervision, and with its thoughts directed to higher things, 
the theatre might yet prove a mighty instrument of salvation. 

The centuries which followed the fall of the Empire were 
years of wretchedness and distress in Europe. In the midst 
of the ruins of a once great and luxurious civilization life be- 
came rude and mean and barbarous to a degree difficult to 
realize. The peace and order and comparative security of the 
Pax Romana were utterly destroyed. If there was no longer 
legal slavery, serfdom bound the people to the soil and to 
its owner just as effectively. And if a liege lord became em- 
broiled with another of his kind, everybody in their trains 
became involved, too. It was a bloody and brutal and seem- 
ingly futile time, with present peoples only island moimtain 
tops just beginning to emerge from a swirling ocean of racial 
chaos. 

Only in one quarter was there any peace, or serenity, or 
order j only there any love of wisdom, or of the arts, or even 
such rudimentary science as had survived. But for the flicker 
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from the chancel of the church, the light of learning would 
have vanished from the western world. The church, too, was 
the one democratic institution of the time. There, alone, coxxld 
low-born worth hope to attain the heights. And so the ablest 
as well as the noblest men and women of the day embraced 
its life. 

Toward the close of the tenth century the Dukes of Saxony 
succeeded to the throne of the Holy Roman Empire estab- 
lished by Charlemagne. Saxony lay on the eastern march of 
Europe, and had contacts with the empire in the East. When 
Otto II, of Saxony, married the daughter of the Eastern 
Emperor, a stream of Hellenic thought and culture was drawn 
in her wake to the northern wilderness to which she departed. 

One of the fiefs of Saxony was the abbey of Gandersheim, 
and in the abbey at that time there lived a nun possessed of an 
eager, restless, and creative mind. Whether it was in the 
abbey’s library, or in contacts with the ladies of Theophano’s 
train that Hrotsvitha, the Benedictine nun, discovered the 
plays of Terence, is a matter of minor import. The wonder of 
it is that in that secluded convent, in a milieu as alien to the 
theatre in thought and spirit as could well be imagined, she 
was inspired to write six plays at a time when nobody in the 
world, as far as she knew, was doing anything of the kind. 
They related the stories of saints and martyrs, and their tell- 
ing was stamped and colored and conditioned by her profes- 
sion. But working alone, buried alive in Gandersheim Abbey, 
Hrotsvitha created a dramatic literature which is not wholly 
forgotten today. For two of her stories, The Fall and Conver- 
sion of Theofhilus and Fafhnutius, tell respectively the orig- 
inals of the stories we know as Faust and Thais. 

There seems to have been no connection between the iso- 
lated labors of Hrotsvitha and the introduction of drama in 
the liturgy of the church, perhaps a hundred and fifty to two 
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hundred years later. It is quite likely that this latter was the 
spontaneous blossoming that occurred in several widely sepa- 
rated places at about the same time. It was becoming increas- 
ingly difficult to teach the complicated theology and ritual, 
which by this time the church had accumulated, to a prac- 
tically illiterate people. But they could be made to assume 
meanmg if they were enacted before the congregation. Cer- 
tain parts of the mass and some of the notable feasts, especially 
the nativity and the resurrection, particularly lent themselves 
to such interpretations and were most often and most lovingly 
presented. 

In the beginning these were isolated incidents, performed 
by the priests, and in Latin. But they grew into series of in- 
cidents and some of the roles were handed over to the lower 
orders of the ministry} and a mixture of Latin and vernacular 
was developed which eventually shifted entirely to the ver- 
nacular. With these changes the plays, known either as 
“Mysteries” if they were founded on stories from the Bible 
or “Miracles” If based on the lives of the saints, were moved 
out of the chancel to the vestry, or porch of the church, and 
then right out of the church into the public square. 

By this time the plays, religious though they still were, 
had passed into the hands of the laymen. Organizations to 
stage them were developed, like those groups which still 
present Passion Plays periodically} or certain guilds were 
handed sections of the production, for the presentation of 
which they were responsible. 

For the first time, the locale where the action of these 
plays took place began to matter tremendously. Heaven and 
Hell were very real places. They had to be depicted in the 
most impressive manner possible. And so either a series of 
set stages was grouped about a central acting space, with the 
action alternating between it and these stages in turn} or 



OUR THEATRE TODAY 


33 

these set stages were built on cars, and as the action required 
it, each was wheeled in. A variation on this arrangement was 
a progressive circuit of places in a town at which audiences 
assembled, and to which, in regular order, a section of the 
play was brought on its wheeled stage. As the stage got 
farther and farther from the chancel, it got further and fur- 
ther from the control of the church. The Devil and his at- 
tendant demons assumed a prominence which the teachings 
of the church did not warrant, and Hell became easily the 
most spectacular and probably the most interesting of all the 
stages in the production. The Devil, as a matter of .fact, be- 
came the chief comedian of the pieces (perhaps because he 
was the only character with whom the playwrights and direc- 
tors felt they could take liberties), and though always defeated 
in the end, he was by no means lacking in popular appeal. 

The church did not always like these changes j it could not 
always approve of the new notes which these productions 
struck, or of the people who struck them. The church, as a 
matter of fact, came to hold much of its former opinion as to 
the general undesirability of show business and its people. 
But it was too late to dismiss the theatre again. By the time 
the church had reached this conclusion, the theatre was out 
of its hands and safely established in the hands and hearts 
of the people. And never since that time has it or any other 
person or institution got quite the strangle-hold on the theatre 
which it held for so long. 

The church had not been so much concerned with the 
theatre as drama, as it had been with the theatre as propa- 
ganda. It is not surprising that no great playwright or play 
was produced during this period. And yet it was during this 
transition period that definite stage sets were developed and 
a new method of presentation evolved, a couple of contribu- 
tions quite worth making. 
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ITALY: FROM THE CLASSICS TO GRAND OPERA 

Europe was ripe for a general upheaval. The feudal order 
which had evolved from the wreck of the Roman Empire 
may still have been a fine and imposing structure to the eye, 
but its foundations were rotten and its roof was sagging. And 
there were forces abroad which would have put a severe 
strain on the old frame even when it was strong. 

The period of stir and change and reorganization which 
began in the twelfth century has been called the Renaissance, 
or rebirth of civilization. To most people the Renaissance is 
something that occurred in time long past — ^not quite so far 
off or so dead as that other period known as ancient history, 
perhaps, but pretty dead and gone just the same. And yet 
many of the forces which were liberated at that time have not 
been finally resolved, as yet. Historically speaking, we belong 
. to one of the later stages of that Renaissance rather than to 
any period which succeeded it. 

People were no longer satisfied to stay put. They were leav- 
ing the land to which they had been attached through several 
static centuries and were moving about from place to place. 
Often enough these moves finally stranded them in some 
town working in some new job and exposed to a lot of new 
impressions and experiences. The old order of living, the old 
explanations as to who they were and what they must do and 
think were no longer acceptable. The new and growing classes 
of artisans, merchants, and professional men were active, tur- 
bulent, and insatiable in the exploration of the physical, intel- 
lectual, and moral aspects of the world in which they found 
themselves. They developed inventions, discovered trade 
routes long forgotten, or never known. They encountered new 
peoples, new modes of living, and new habits of thinking, 
with zest and a keen desire to experiment with them all. Their 
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political power grew with their wealth and knowledge and 
experience. 

When the Roman Empire had gone down before the bar- 
barian invasions, Italy had disintegrated into a number of in- 
dependent, competitive, and generally irreconcilable petty 
states. It was nominally a part of the Holy Roman Empire, 
but the periodical attempts of the Emperors to translate those 
claims into fact drew retorts and reprisals from France, Spain, 
and the Papacy, each of whom had equally valid (and un- 
tenable) claims to various portions of Italy. Despite the per- 
sistence and the occasional fervor with which these claims 
were preferred, the development of a distinctive Italian cul- 
ture was not thwarted or even, in all probability, materially 
delayed. For it was here, rather than anywhere else, that the 
travail which marked the Renaissance was first manifest. 

After centuries of universal ignorance and indifference a 
few people were at last aware of the fact that they were heirs 
of a once great and complex civilization, fragments of which 
were available all about them. And so these people turned the 
country upside down for manuscripts, records, anything 
which might give them clues to the reconstruction of life and 
thought in that civilization. 

The spoils of these researches were divided up among a 
number of Academies, each of which devoted itself to some 
particular aspect of that ancient culture. One of the earliest 
of these specialized groups was the Roman Academy. Its 
members had barely got beneath the surface in their research, 
when their dazzled and delighted gaze lit upon the remnants 
of the Roman theatre, and they knew that they had discovered 
what it was they wanted to study. Now they found not only 
manuscripts of the plays, but a good deal else which helped 
them to an understanding of what that theatre was, and what 
it had meant to its early practitioners. They found the Poetics 
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of Aristotle, both in the original Greek and in translation, and 
thus they learned some of the theories behind the plays, in- 
cluding the classical unities; and from De Architecturay of 
Vitruvius, they learned a great deal about the theatres them- 
selves, their proportions, and the construction and manage- 
ment of various theatrical effects. These were deciphered and 
followed with scrupulous devotion to detail, and from some- 
where in the early fifteenth century the members of the 
Academy put on productions of Plautus and Terence for and 
with each other, in some of the more suitable rooms of their 
various palaces. 

But they did not do so merely as literary exercises. This was 
lively and living theatre, for which the best artists were 
drafted to execute scenery in accordance with the laws of the 
newly rediscovered art of perspective. And before very long 
their ingenious artists had worked out three more or less 
standard sets, one for each of the then accepted types of plays. 
Tragedy, for instance, was played before the background of a 
public square, or stately houses, or public buildings, or "mon- 
uments. The scenery for comedy, on the other hand, might 
indicate less pretentious dwellings, or an inn, a church, or a 
brothel. For the satyr plays, a rural landscape was required — •, 
trees, herbs, flowers, or country houses. With those sets a 
group felt prepared to mount any play. And the same general 
sets are the nucleus of the scene loft of every vaudeville, stock, 
and burlesque theatre today — ^to say nothing of supposedly 
metropolitan legitimate theatres. 

This admiration for the classics was not approved in every 
quarter. By some, such devotion to pagan gods and heroes, 
and the amoral creatures of classical comedy was considered 
unseemly, to say the least. For that reason the Roman Acad- 
emy and all its works were suppressed by Pope Paul II, in 
1468. But this was a purely personal view of the situation and 
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it was not the policy o£ the church. Under Paul’s successor, 
Sixtus IV, in just a few years, the Academy 'was not only 
revived, but was actually encouraged. And by 1500, there 
were copies of the Roman model in Venice, Mantua, Milan, 
Naples, Florence, and Vicenza. 

All these early productions were, of course, in either Greek 
or Latin. To such an extent were they still considered the 
only languages fit for cultured people, that Petrarch and Dante 
suffered considerably because they had elected to cast their 
work in the mould of the “vulgar” tongue. It was not until the 
sixteenth century that plays were written in Italian. 

But when Italian plays finally appeared, they brought with 
them a situation quite new to the theatre. Up to this time it 
has been possible to speak of “The Theatre” wherever it has 
been found, for generally speaking, it has been the same 
institution everywhere. But now the theatre, like everything 
else, will be aware of the division of people along lines of 
national languages, national cultures, and the consciousness 
of nationality. It is as though the theatre were a great arm, m 
the tracing of which we have finally arrived at the fingers. 

The first to try tragic writing in the new Italian tongue was 
Gian Giorgio Trissino, whose importance begins and ends 
with that distinction. His plays (It&lici Liberata was the first, 
though Sofhonisba was the better known) were printed sev- 
eral times between 1515 and 1562, when Sofhonisba was 
produced. They are correct enough imitations of the form, but 
the drama is just not there. 

Early Italian comedy is another story. Ludovico Ariosto, 
Niccolo Machiavelli, and Pietro Aretino threw Plautus and 
Terence and the other classics out of the window, and sat 
down to write about the people and the life that was going 
on about them. It was the life of the brilliant and dissolute 
courts of Rome, Florence, and Ferrara, where people lived fast. 



OUR THEATRE TODAY 


38 

died hardj and were avid for new ideas and new sensations. 
Several of Ariosto^s plays, including Orlando Furioso^ still 
survive and are esteemed in Italy. They reflect the boldness, 
the coarseness, the liveliness of the time and the society for 
which they were written. 

None of these dramatic activities could be called popular 
drama. Every one of them was an attempt on the part of 
learned and cultured men to interest, instruct, and entertain 
other learned or cultured people. They were written for no 
bigger audiences than could be gathered together in the ball 
rooms of the palaces. And the physical theatre, which had 
been shaped originally by the hills of Greece and Rome, and 
then by the stages of the miracle and mystery plays, was 
now reformed to meet the limitations of a ball room. 

This does not mean, however, that there was no popular 
drama. It means simply that these formal plays were too 
remote from the people and too highbrow for them to care 
for, or even to know about. But there was a form of enter- 
tainment available which they could understand and did ap- 
prove of — that form of entertainment which we know as the 
commedia del? arte. 

Now just where the characters of the commedia del? arte 
came from, and how they all got together is something on 
which scholars are not in agreement. The ancestry of some 
of them can be traced back to nearly forgotten characters in 
the later Greek and Roman comedies 5 characteristics of some 
of them were holdovers from the puppet theatre which had 
continued to lead a separate life of its own through all these 
dark centuries 5 others, no doubt, represented bursts of gen- 
uine inspiration on the part of individual actors. Wherever 
they came from, and however they got there, the commedia 
del? arte people eventually became a sort of permanent stock 
company. The appearance and general traits of each of these 
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characters were generally known, as was his relationship to 
the other characters in the company. 

But if the audience knew the characters in the play and how 
they were likely to react to general situations, there was no 
telling what was going to happen in any particular perform- 
ance or how the characters were going to behave in response 
to any concrete stimulus. For here was no orderly progress 
of a play from curtain to curtain. There was, instead, only a 
skeleton plot, a scenario of the high spots of the play. All 
the rest, words, actions, gestures, were filled in by the players 
as they went along. So each had only a vague idea of what 
he would do in response to a cue, and not the faintest idea of 
what any other player on the stage would say or do at any 
moment. 

There lay both the strength and the weakness of the corn- 
media delP arte. At its best, in the hands of creative artists 
trained by years of association to a high pitch of ensemble play- 
ing, it was a glorious art and must have been enormously 
stirring to watch. But like extemporaneous prayer it must be 
good, or it is no good. And unfortunately the number of 
people who can extemporize well at anything is pretty limited. 
The lower grade of commedia delP arte companies, which 
tried to make up for the lack of inspiration by speed and noise 
and dirt, degenerated into approximations of modern bur- 
lesque companies. 

Nevertheless the commedia delP arte enjoyed a tremendous 
vogue for well over a century and a hilf. Its exponents over- 
flowed into practically every European country. Wherever 
they went they served as an advance guard for the pro- 
fessional theatre — and as an inspiration, as teachers, and as 
models for its budding pla5nvrights and actors. 

The most famous of these commedia dell’ arte companies 
was an Italian troupe headed by Francesco Andreini and Isa- 
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bella, his wife. They went by the name of I Gelosi (The Zeal- 
ous Players), and they seem to have rated that distinction. 
Every one of the twelve or fifteen men and women on the 
roster (for there was no prejudice against women in these 
companies) was a real star in some particular line of business. 
They journeyed far and wide, and on one of their tours to 
France, in 1577, they were kidnapped and held for ransom 
by the Huguenots. Henry III, then occupying the French 
throne, was forced to pay through the nose in order to redeem 
I Gelosi for a scheduled performance in the State Hall, at 
Blois. 

The commedia del? arte companies enjoyed a very general 
success and esteem. Nowhere was that so universal or so long 
lived as in Italy. The highbrow productions of the Academies 
could not even be classed as opposition to these sturdy com- 
petitors in the vulgar tongue. And no native drama developed 
for a long time, partly because of the very popularity of the 
commedia delP arte 3 partly because of the continued dis- 
rupted state of the country 3 and partly because of the extent 
of the divergence among the various dialects. 

Then, just about this time, grand opera put in an appear- 
ance on the Italian scene, and something in that flamboyant 
and mellifluous hybrid struck an answering note in the Italian 
soul. This, said the Italians in effect, is what weVe been wait- 
ing for all this time. And as far as the majority of Italians is 
concerned, grand opera remains still baseball, bull fighting, 
and a couple of other national pastimes all rolled into one. 

At any rate, from the early part of the sixteenth century 
until well on to the middle of the eighteenth — for nearly two 
hundred and fifty years — ^there were no Italian playwrights, 
and no Italian theatre save for the commedia delP arte and 
opera. Italy, which had given the initial impulse to the drama 
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of the Renaissance, now lagged behind all those other nations 
which had once, as pupils, sat at her feet. 

The only real threat to the continued routine of opera and 
commedia delP arte, developed from the spirited protest of 
Carlo Goldoni, a playwright whose name still means some- 
thing in the world theatre. Goldoni did not like the manners, 
morals, or methods of the current commedia del? arte troupes, 
nor was he much more favorably impressed with the earlier 
comedy writers, running back to Aretino and Macchiavelli. 
So he turned for his inspiration to France, where Moliere was 
then in full flower, and began to write comedies of common 
life. His characters were still of the same general family as 
the commedia delP arte, and yet they were recognizable 
human beings. Their speech was that of the Venetian bourgeois 
from whom Goldoni had sprung. 

Dramatic invention and acting were at a low ebb at that 
time, and Goldoni’s fresh slant caught on quickly. In a brief 
time he was Italy’s leading playwright, working under con- 
tract for various managers, and turning out as many as sixteen 
plays a year. It seemed for a while as though his one man 
revolt might change the whole character of the theatre in 
Italy. And yet the suddenness of his downfall indicates that, 
successful as he may have been, his viewpoint was essentially 
not that of his countrymen. 

One day in a bookstore Goldoni encountered Carlos Gozzi, 
a critic, and the ensuing argument terminated in a quarrel. 
Caustically Goldoni informed his opponent that it was easier 
to criticize a good play than to write one. Stung by the im- 
plications of the remark, Gozzi retorted that he could do that 
too. His play. The Three Oranges, was a satire on the Goldoni 
method, mixed with not a little personal ridicule of his rival. 
It took Venice by storm, and so discomfited Goldoni that he 
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beat a dignified retreat to the Italian company resident in 
Paris. And there Goldoni spent the rest of his life, learning 
French when past fifty with such a good effect that two plays 
in his adopted tongue were performed at the Theatre Fran- 
gais. He was eighty-six when he died in exile, in 1793, be- 
queathing to posterity a legacy of upward of two hundred and 
fifty compositions for the stage. 

Once his hand let go its grip on the Italian theatre, it fell 
away toward the rut from which he had tried to hoist it. Not 
all the way back to the pure commedia dell’ arte, perhaps, for 
Goldoni had made some of its conventions and characteristics 
too ridiculous to be taken seriously any longer, but back to the 
heroic loves and loyalties of standard tragedy, the comic-strip 
roughhouse of stock comedies. And there, to all practical in- 
tents and purposes, it has rested since. 

Thenceforth Italy’s chief contribution to the theatre has 
been a succession of great players, of whom Tommaso Salvini 
(1829-1913), Adelaide Ristori (1822-1906), and especially 
Eleanora Duse (1859-1924), rank with the best the world 
has produced. 

SPAIN: THE DRAMA OF CLOAK AND SWORD 

When the Moorish tide that had swept up out of Africa in 
the seventh century began to recede, it crawled south past 
the rocks of a handful of petty Christian states which had 
never been completely inundated. For eight centuries they 
harried and were harried by the Moor, relentlessly, and on 
the whole successfully pushing him back out of Europe. In 
those eight centuries Spain gradually became aware of its 
nationality. It became, also, fanatically Christian, proud of its 
place as an outpost of Christendom; with a tradition of martial 
valor and high personal loyalty to both church and king. 

And then, suddenly, about the time the Moorish job was 
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finished, Spain mushroomed. A few lucky breaks in explora- 
tion, a couple of royal marriages of convenience, and the 
handful of petty states had become one of the great countries 
of the world, and its Emperor, Charles V (1516-1556), the 
chief actor on any stage on which he might step. 

The elements responsible for Spain’s greatness were too 
unstable for permanence, the disruptive forces too strong. Un- 
der Charles’ son and grandson the sun of her greatness was 
already declining. When the commedia dell’ arte players 
brought the professional theatre there from Italy, Spain was 
already past the zenith of her power. 

Yet the tradition of greatness was still strong in Spanish 
literature, the manners and customs, the feelings of those 
great days, still in the minds and hearts of her people, as it 
persisted for generations after that glory had faded from the 
European sky. 

Although he was not the father of the Spanish theatre, 
Lope de Vega (1562-1635) was incontestably its great fig- 
ure. If ever there was a one man show in dramatic literature, 
he was that show. During his long and fantastically varied 
life, he turned his hand to every one of the then known forms 
of playwriting, and when they failed to provide him with 
requisite models, he invented others as he needed them. Fif- 
teen hundred of his works may be classified as plays, another 
three hundred divided between dramatic sketches, religious 
processionals, and works of a miscellaneous nature — eighteen 
hundred in all. 

In the end, none of them has won a permanent place in the 
world theatre, but at this distance it is difficult to say how 
much he may have to answer for and how much his time. 
For this was Spain of the Inquisition, and original thinking 
and questioning of the established order were simply not per- 
mitted. As a craftsman he was far ahead of anything the 
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theatre had yet seen, and his plays were immensely effective 
in action. He was the theatre of his time and place more com- 
pletely than any other dramatist ever has been. 

Only one other Spanish writer stands comparison with Lope 
de Vega. (Cervantes, though he wrote plays, was a failure as a 
dramatist). Pedro Calderon de la Barca was not a literary 
tornado like his predecessor, but wrote himself out in barely 
a hundred plays. He was still the soldier, courtier, and church- 
man, with the limitations such loyalties impose upon the cre- 
ative artist, but he is reckoned to be somewhat more creative, 
more genuinely poetic, penetrating deeper beneath the sur- 
face of life. There are no better Spanish tragedies than The 
'Physician of His Own Honor y The Constant Prince y or The 
Mayor of Zalamea. 

And with Calderon’s death in i68i, Spain had reached the 
end of her brief period of theatrical greatness. Of competent 
journeyman playwrights there has been a sufficiency 5 of really 
significant figures, not one. 

As in Italy, the rise of another and more satisfying form of 
entertainment accounted in no small measure for this neglect 
of the theatre. In Italy it was grand opera 5 in Spain that 
formal, stylized combat, the bull fight. Now this sport is 
curiously akin to the commedia delP arte at its best. The plot 
of the piece, the chief characters and their relation to each 
other are all known to the spectators from the beginning. But 
while these broad outlines are generally followed, it is quite 
possible for almost any of the actors to introduce some innova- 
tion without notice. And in the bull ring a muffed cue can be, 
and often is, fatal. It is that element of dramatic suspense 
which holds the devotees of the sport right up to the final 
stroke. The best dramatic and critical genius has been drawn 
to its service. Lacking this, the Spanish legitimate theatre has 
languished. 
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FRANCE: DRAFTING THE “CLASSIC” FORMULA 

France was a perfect hotbed of dramatic activity during the 
Middle Ages. Religious festivals, miracle and mystery plays 
were all widely performed during the thirteenth, fourteenth, 
and fifteenth centuries. Religious brotherhoods for the presen- 
tation of sacred plays, though not necessarily in churches, were 
in full bloom during the fifteenth century. In the same cen- 
tury student organizations in the universities began to produce 
plays. Some of them were translations of the classics, but 
there was sufficient ability available to turn out original plays 
of a high order of vitality, such, for instance, as Maistre 
Pierre Pathelin, still an eminently playable work. 

It was for one of these companies, and somewhere after 
1550, that Stephen Jodelle wrote Cleofatre Caftive. It was 
not much of a play, staggering beneath a load of Senecan 
“classical” mechanics, but it employed for the first time the 
Alexandrine verse scheme for dramatic composition. 

Unintentionally, perhaps unknowingly, Jodelle had con- 
structed the mould into which French tragic writing was poured 
by his more competent successors. For when Alexandre Hardy 
showed up from his literary apprenticeship in Spain, about 
the turn of the century, it was to this verse scheme with its 
rhymed couplets and six beat line that he went for his model, 
and before this indefatigable inventor of tragi<oraedy retired 
in 1623, with six hundred dramatic compositions behind him, 
Pierre Corneille, first authentic genius of the French theatre, 
was about ready to make his debut on the scene. 

By this time France had found herself as a nation. A lull 
had developed in the long series of wracking wars with the 
English, the Spanish, and the Holy Roman Empire. The 
struggle between the crown and the nobility had ended in a 
decisive victory for the former, and the Bourbon line was set 
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firmly on the throne. France, in short, was at the beginning 
of the great creative surge which was to carry it straight to the 
top of the continental heap. 

As Paris became more and more the center of the French 
world, its gay and sophisticated court took the theatre to its 
slightly hardboiled heart. And it was primarily for the court, 
its hangers on, and a thin but spreading fringe of intellectuals 
and wealthy bourgeois, that the great French plays were 
written. 

The first professional company hung out its banner about 
the year 1600 in a little room sixty by eighteen feet in the 
Hotel de Burgogne, so called because it stood on land owned 
by the Dukes of Burgundy. The acting arrangements were 
simplicity itself. A bare platform without settings or prop- 
erties was the stage. Chairs were provided for a few of the 
audience. The remainder stood. This “theatre” was still 
under lease to the Confrerie de la Passion, and the brothers 
collected rent for it, though for more than fifty years their 
own performances had been forbidden by law. 

The Theatre du Marais was the second theatre in Paris. 
And this was the company for which Hardy wrote. As its 
house dramatist he became the direct literary ancestor of 
Pierre Corneille. For on one of its tours of the provinces un- 
der the management of its star, Mondori, it played in Rouen, 
and there it came under the eyes of Corneille, then a fledgling 
lawyer. The young attorney threw over whatever practice he 
had built up and went to Paris with Mondori. 

Corneille’s work for the Theatre du Marais attracted the 
attention of Cardinal Richelieu who, along with his other great 
gifts, also had an ambition to write and a considerable affection 
for the theatre. But he disliked the mechanical drudgery of 
writing, and so he used to outline the characters and plot of 
the play, and establish its general tone, and then turn its 
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actual writing over to one or more collaborators. Corneille 
was one of a set of five chosen on one occasion, and he had 
the temerity to change the plot of the act which had been 
assigned to him. Richelieu, furious, threw him out, and he 
retired to Rouen for further study and writing, but with 
never a backward glance at his withered law practice. 

In the course of his study he encountered a play by Guillen 
de Castro based on the life and exploits of the Cid, a Spanish 
legendary hero. Corneille took over the idea for his own, and 
some time afterward was back in Paris with Le Cid, the hit 
of the Paris dramatic season of 1636. It was, of course, per- 
formed without benefit of clergy, and Richelieu, still burning 
over the implied slight to his dramatic craftsmanship, com- 
manded the Academy to condemn it. Now that institution was 
pretty well under his thumb, but it was a tough assignment he 
had handed it, and the Academy hedged. Its condemnation 
was no more than half hearted, and had no effect on the play’s 
popularity, he Cid was translated into all the principal Euro- 
pean languages, an almost unprecedented honor at the time, 
and was widely copied. 

“Within a dim, candle-lit auditorium,” writes a later com- 
mentator describing that historic premiere, “is an audience of 
a most mixed sort. Courtiers and dandies fill the boxes and, 
on this special occasion, the best benches on the main floor. 
Artd close by them are litterateurs, officers, travelers, trades- 
men, even down to the court pages, idlers, and adventurers, 
an element so unruly the actors will be lucky to get through 
without a disturbance, or battle. This audience is admitted by 
a brawny and heavily armed door man whose duty is to ex- 
clude by violence all who refuse to buy tickets. All except 
nobles, against whom a mere proprietor or ticket taker may 
not stand out. The stage is curtainless, on it are spread several 
‘mansions’ or ‘stations,’ indicating the locale and the place 
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where the actors will stand. There are practically no proper- 
ties. When the auditorium candles have been snuffed two ac- 
tresses appear. . . and the play is on. 

By the time Corneille laid down his pen, the rules for clas- 
sical French tragedy had become pretty well set. They de- 
manded a strict adherence to the unities of time, place, and 
action j the division of every play into five actsj the removal 
of violent action from the sight of the audience, to be recounted 
rather than witnessed j that plays be confined to lofty themes 
and noble characters 5 and that all comic relief and sub-plots 
be eliminated. In short, even by this time there was general 
agreement on the formula which Voltaire, some hundred 
years later, codified as follows: 

‘^To compact an illustrious or interesting event into a spa^e 
of two or three hours; to make the characters appear only when 
they ought to come forth; never to leave the stage empty; to 
put together a plot as probable as it is attractive; to say nothing 
unnecessary; to instruct the mind and move the heart; to be 
always eloquent in verse and with the eloquence proper to each 
character represented; to speak one’s tongue with the same purity 
as in the most chastened prose, without allowing the effort of 
rhyming to seem to hamper the thought; to permit no single line 
to be hard, or obscure, or declamatory — these are the conditions 
which nowadays one insists upon in tragedy.” 

These are hard rules even for a master dramatist, but 
faithfully observed and in the hands of genius, they make for 
great art within certain limits. But such writing demanded not ^ 
only great writing, but an audience able and prepared to ap- 
preciate, even relish, a dry art, an intellectual art divorced 
from sentiment and personal feeling. This appreciation, the 
brilliant and dissolute courts of the great period of the French 
monarchy were prepared to furnish. 

But even while these rules were being formulated, there 
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was rising the greatest comic genius of the French theatre. 
And he would have none of these rules, or of the conventions 
they are set to guard. As it suited his purpose, he ignored or 
flouted them. For his radical views on art and life, the Acad- 
emy refused him the membership" he deserved, until he had 
been in his grave for a century. 

Jean Baptiste Poquelin (Moliere), was born in 1622, before 
Hardy had retired or Corneille was discovered. He was one 
of those souls destined for the theatre, whose existence apart 
from it seems almost inconceivable. The senior Poquelin, up- 
holsterer to the King, had small regard for the theatre, and 
did everything he could to discourage Jean Baptiste’s evident 
preference for it. His opposition was not sufficient to deter his 
son, but it did lead him to adopt another name when he fled 
school for the theatre. And today the chief distinction of the 
name Poquelin, is that Moliere deserted it. 

When Moliere took a little inheritance from his mother 
and gathered a small troupe about him, they all modestly 
voted to take the name of the Illustre Theatre, and set up 
shop in a covered tennis court in the Fosse de Nesle. For two 
years they put up a gallant fight for recognition, and for two 
years all Paris appeared to be in a conspiracy to stay away 
from their theatre. Finally, their money gone, and their 
credit after it, they gave up the unequal fight and took to the 
road. 

And there the Illustre Theatre remained for all of fifteen 
years, growing in ability, in wealth, and in experience, adding 
to its repertoire the comedies Moliere was beginning to 
turn out. But it was still a road company, with its eyes turned 
ever on Paris, and its plans under way for another invasion of 
the capital. 

The big chance for which the Moliere troupe had worked 
and waited so long came its way on October 24, 1658. A com- 
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mand performance before the new King, Louis XIV, himself, 
and under the patronage of the King’s only brother. The as- 
surance that in addition to the royal family every courtier 
who could manage to get himself invited would be in the 
audience. 

Moliere picked a tragedy by Corneille, NicomMey and for 
good measure Le Docteur AmoreuXy a farce of his own. It 
was just as well that he did so, for in spite of their own 
opinion of their ability and the years they had put in at it, 
neither Moliere nor his actors were really at home in the 
heroic alexandrines of Corneille. But the audience was de- 
lighted by the farce, and the King said, yes, let them stay on 
and share the theatre of the Petit Bourbon with the Italian 
actors, and keep on calling themselves the Troupe of Mon- 
sieur, only Brother of the King. 

During the next year Moliere brought forward Les 
Precieuses RidiculeSy a satire on the affectations of posing 
womankind, and that play raised him to the forefront of 
French dramatists. In the next few years there flowed from 
his pen a succession of marvelous comedies in which he 
painted a gallery of social characters whose names and faces 
are bywords to this day. Of all dramatists, only Shakespeare 
excelled him in the number of characters who are universally 
recognized as touchstones: UP,cole des Maris y Le Bourgeois 
Gentilhommey Les Femmes SavanteSy Le Medicin Malgre 
Luiy Le Misanthrofdy UAvarey La Mdade Imaginairey and 
best of all perhaps, Tartufe, 

It was not all easy sailing. Tartufe^s attack on hypocrisy 
was construed as an assault on morality and the church, and 
its production was fought bitterly, delayed three years, and 
made possible only by a change in title to UImfosteur, 
Moliere married Armande Bejart, his leading lady, who was 
twenty-five years his junior, and found that he could live 
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neither with her nor without her. He died in harness, Febru- 
ary 17, 1673, collapsing on the stage during a performance of 
La Malade Imaginaire, and succumbing shortly after he was 
carried to his house. 

The resentment of the church was not appeased by death. 
Standing on the technical ground that he was an actor, the 
Archbishop of Paris refused to grant him Christian burial. At 
the intercession of the King, the most that was granted was 
burial without a service in an obscure grave of a disreputable 
churchyard at night. 

What Moliere had done was to bring to its peak a very 
special kind of comedy. It consists, in brief, of selecting cer- 
tain universal weaknesses, or social follies, stripping them of 
pretense and sophistry and holding them up to the X-ray of 
reason and truth. It must be done coolly, impartially, without 
tenderness or sympathy for the characters. To do it success- 
fully necessitates walking an intellectual tight rope. Evoking 
sympathy for the characters sends one off into sentimental 
comedy} provoking laughter by the introduction of sudden 
improbabilities, by the use of the long arm of coincidence, or 
by the use of the custard pie school of acting, drops one into 
farce or burlesque. The French have always felt that these 
were not true comedy, and further, that they are the guard- 
ians of the true comic spirit. For this detached, impersonal, 
and slightly hardboiled attitude toward human foibles, the 
French are supreme, and Moliere is their head man. 

At the height of Moliere’s career he received a manuscript 
from an unknown dramatist who had, however, somethmg of 
a reputation as a poet. Moliere turned down the play, but he 
saw in it such evidences of ability that he encouraged its author 
to continue writing. And so he did, and came back at Moliere 
with another, Le Thebaide, which Moline produced at the 
Palais Royal in 1664. That was the mtroduction to the theatre 
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of Jean Racine (1639-1699), in whom classical tragedy 
reached its full flowering. 

In the sixteen years during which he continued to contrib- 
ute steadily to the French theatre, Racine turned out a group 
of superb vehicles for actors. There is probably not a finer 
part in the French language than his Phedre. Mostly he built 
on Greek and Roman classical myths, as attested by Le The- 
haidey Andromaque, and Ifkigenie^ though he went back to 
the Bible for Esther and Athalie^ and came to practically con- 
temporary history for Bajazet. But he always adhered to the 
formula of great themes and noble characters. 

Racine was a master craftsman. He further simj^llfied and 
concentrated the play form, tightened up dialogue and action, 
and refined the literary content of his plays. But his somewhat 
cold, architecturally perfect and extraordinarily articulated 
plays build to perfectly tremendous climaxes. 

In 1680 he married a very devout woman. He had always 
been a religious man, his early preparation had been for the 
church, and his marriage tipped the scales against the theatre, 
which was still officially under proscription by the church. So 
now Racine made his peace ^rith the church, and retired to 
spend the tMcnty-nine years of his life as an elegant 

gentk-nian and scholar. 

In the same year in which Racine retired, the King reor- 
ganized the existing theatrical charters, and concentrated them 
into the Theatre Frangais, which was given a monopoly of 
the acting privilege. Louis personally selected the twenty- 
seven members of the original acting company, and drew up a 
salary schedule calling for a division of the profits on a shar- 
ing basis. 

And when its first theatre, in the Rue Mazarin, suffered be- 
cause of the traffic jams of coaches and chairs before its doors, 
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Louis ordered his own architect to draw plans for a new and 
modern theatre about an old tennis court in the Rue des Fosses 
St. Germain des Pres. There, on April 18, 1689, the custom- 
ary three knocks on the stage floor signaled for the ascent of 
the curtain on the initial production of Le Theatre de la 
Comedie Frangaise, the offlcial title under which the French 
National Theatre continues to produce to this day. 

Under Louis XIV France had climbed to the apex of the 
monarchy's power. During the , century which followed the 
founding of the national theatre, the great machine of state 
slid straight down hill to the revolution with increasing ve- 
locity. In that period there was only one writer for the theatre « 
who in any way challenges comparison with Corneille, Racine, 
and Moliere. And even he loomed somewhat bigger as a 
playwright to his contemporaries than he seems now, down 
the vista of the years. 

Jean Francois Marie Arouet, better known by his pseu- 
donym, Voltaire (1694-1778), included a great deal of ma- 
terial for the stage in his voluminous writings. But his prin- 
cipal contribution to humanity was a passionate crusade for 
liberty of thought, which played no small part in the ultimate 
downfall of the monarchy and the rash of democratic experi- 
ments which spangled the maps of the world about the be- 
ginning of the nineteenth century. 

One real contribution he did make to the theatre, for which ' 
practical theatre men should ever be grateful to him. The 
tremendous popularity of Le Cid had caused managers to 
admit the audience to the stage for the first time in French 
theatrical history. And there they had clung persistently 
sincei cncre farther r'^'d farther on the domain of the 

actor until, tu'.. ,..1 the end of this regime, the action of the 
play had to be performed in a narrow strip between parallel 



54 OUR THEATRE TODAY 

rows of benches. The prestige Voltaire enjoyed enabled him 
to clear the stage of these intruders, and to return it to the 
actors and their allied craftsmen. 

These latter were increasingly important. The manner of 
a play^s presentation became of more importance than the 
play, itself. Writing, acting, costume, and make-up were as 
standardized as so many Ford cars. The French theatre was 
a bed of Procrustes, in which feet were lopped off, necks 
stretched, and paunches ironed out to fit the mould of the 
classical unities. 

About this time (1767) Hamlet was being adapted for the 
Theatre'Frangais by Jean Frangois Ducis, one of its members, 
presumably well acquainted with its requirements. Among 
the surgical feats he deemed requisite before the play could 
be presented by his company were these: The number of 
principal parts was reduced to four. Of the twenty-three char- 
acters in the play, Hamlet himself, the Ghost of his father, 
Ophelia, the Grave Diggers, Horatio, and Laertes were all 
dispensed with, or relegated to the side lines. Only the King, 
the Queen, Polonius (now become the King’s confidant), and 
a character written in to serve as confidante of the Queen, 
now remained. They held the stage and reported the violent 
and bloody deeds of a singularly violent play. They told the 
tragic story of Ophelia’s love which this production empha- 
sized, and to which further poetic passages had been added — 
all in rhymed alexandrines, of course. 

THE THEATRE MEETS THE REVOLUTION 

The sands of the ancien regime had almost run out. The 
revolution had not yet broken, but it was in the air. Even in 
the cloistered precincts of the Theatre Frangais a keen ob- 
server might have noted its signs. For here was the company 
of the King’s Comedians producing he Barhier de Seville^ 
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and Le Manage de Figaro, satires on the existing social order, 
so mordant and radical that the latter play had to win a 
production over the personal veto of Louis XVI, himself. 
That it could get a production, nevertheless, and that its pres- 
entation on April 27, 1784, was greeted with a riot, were 
surely indicative that times were changing. The author of 
these plays, Beaumarchais (Pierre Augustin Caron, 1732- 
1799), was himself a thoroughgoing rebel and two fisted 
battler for his own rights. He campaigned against court censor- 
ship and control of productions, insisted on an author’s right to 
cast his own plays, wrote detailed stage directions (and made 
them stick), refused to be cheated of his royalties by the 
societaires or anybody else, and by his stand on these matters 
blazed the trail for authors’ guilds in the future. 

Something of that spirit of independence was implicit in 
the acting of Michel Baron, first of the natural school of 
players who, in defiance of tradition, broke the line of verse 
to fit the thought it expressed, modulated his voice and 
varied his gestures and stage business to his conception of the 
character he was playing. But no shrinking violet, old Baron. 
‘‘The world,” he once declared, “has known only two great 
actors, Roscius and myself. Every century has its Caesar. Two 
thousand years are necessary to produce a Baron.” 

And now not even the blindest and most self-centered of 
the societaires could fail to perceive that the revolution was 
here. The Bastille had fallen before the Paris mob on July 
14, 1789, and members of that same mob were soon roaring 
down the aisles of the Theatre Frangais, and disrupting its 
production schedule with their demands. 

One of the items of that season was Charles IX, a historical 
drama of the massacre of the Huguenots on the Eve of St. 
Bartholomew, some two centuries before. This play, by Marie- 
Joseph Chenier, was not much of a drama, perhaps, but the 
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spectacle it provided of a King of France ordering the butchery 
of his own subjects was meat that made the wolves in the 
audience howl. 

The company was still generally royalist at heart, and had 
been none too keen about making the production in the first 
place. And the furious reception it was accorded disturbed and 
distressed its members beyond measure. They took counsel to- 
gether, and determined to take the play off the instant a drop 
in attendance gave the slightest excuse for such a move. But 
in so doing they reckoned without several potent factors. For, 
on the first night of the new production a patron rose in the 
orchestra and demanded the return of Charles IX the next 
evening. The company tried to proceed with the lines, but 
the audience drowned them out. The management was ready 
for that one, however, and* as soon as a lull occurred, trotted 
out one of its members to inform the malcontents that the 
company would have been most willing to continue Charles 
IX y but, owing to the illness of two of the important members 
of the cast, it was, as the audience could see, quite out of the 
question. 

The demonstrators were prepared for anything but an ap- 
peal to reason, and were taken aback at this answer. It was one 
of those psychological moments when anything might have 
happened. What did occur was the appearance of the player 
of the leading role in the discarded production, who informed 
the audience that one of the actors in question was not so ill, 
and the other had a pretty good substitute available. The fat 
was in the fire, again. 

Now Frangois Joseph Talma was playing the leading role 
in Charles IX y but he was one of the younger members of 
the company, playing that r31e, as a matter of fact, only be- 
cause the actor entitled to it by seniority had walked out on 
it because of his royalist sympathies. For him to appear at this 
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time and in this manner was distinctly talking out of turn. 
But he had picked his spot, for there was no question as to 
where the sympathy of the audience lay. The company sur- 
rendered. Charles IX went on the next night — to the accom- 
paniment of another riot, but it went on. 

The conservative members of the Comedie were scandalized 
at Talma. The actor whose announcement he had spoiled 
challenged him to a duel. When that failed to dispose of the 
radical, he was read out of the organization. His friends made 
up a theatre party and the next performance was lost in a 
hideous din. The management protested that if they would 
only wait until the next evening, they should have a decision 
about M. Talma. His friends fell for the soft answer, and 
returned the next evening — ^to find themselves confronted by 
an almost equal number of royalist sympathizers. That night 
the performance was all in the front of the house. The actors 
did not even make a pretense of going through their parts. 

The company was still nominally under the supervision of 
the Four First Gentlemen of the Bedchamber, and to this 
authority the conservatives made an appeal for support on 
their stand. Pending that decision the company would continue 
— ^without Talma. But Talma had friends in the company, too. 
Dugazon, leading comedian and one of the best loved of the 
group, walked out for Talma. And his friends in the audience 
took their turn at smashing benches and railings. 

When the decision came down it proceeded, significantly 
enough, not from the Gentlemen of the Bedchamber, but 
from the city authorities. It was brief and to the point: ^^Take 
Talma and Dugazon back.” Hoping against hope for sup- 
port from the court, which surely would not abandon them 
in this crisis, the conservatives did nothing about the order. 
On the evening of September 26, 1790, a mob forced its way 
into the theatre and put a stop to the proceedings. Next day 
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the authorities cracked down on the company and closed the 
theatre. 

The inference was plain. Until Talma and Dugazon came 
back, the company need not expect to be allowed to play. The 
stubborn management held out for two months before run- 
ning up the white flag and inviting the strikers to return. But 
things had gone so far that even that return provoked further 
trouble. Several of the actresses of the company resigned, 
alleging that the presence of these radicals rendered the 
maintenance of the company’s tone impossible. All this to the 
accompaniment of passionate demonstrations of loyalty and 
a good deal of rough stuff on both sides of the footlights. 

The situation was fundamentally impossible, and nothing 
could have' saved the whole company from dissolution if the 
National Assembly had not cancelled the monopoly which, 
to this point, the Comddie had enjoyed. Talma led his group 
out of the Comedie and organized a rival company. 

The Talma company was frankly a radical outfit. Somewhat 
less frankly the old Comedie Frangaise became a royalist 
propaganda bureau. It tried to assume a hearty republican 
air along with the new name of the Theatre of the Nation 
under which it reopened after the bloody Short Terror, which 
attended the execution of the King and Queen j but its heart 
was never really in any such masquerade, and, as it could, it 
tried to put the brakes on popular opinion and turn it to the 
right. In such an attempt a play was produced lampooning 
the radical leaders of the Commune. If they thought they had 
seen riots before, they learned the real meaning of that word, 
now. On one occasion cannon were trained on the doors of 
the playhouse. A last, spasmodic rally of the conservatives 
wrung a victory from the sympathizers with the Commune, 
and after a few days of forced closing, the Theatre of the 
Nation was reopened. 



OUR THEATRE TODAY 59 

But the tide was running fast, and the former Comedians 
of the King could not swim with it. In September, 1793, the 
whole company was arrested and thrown into prison. The 
situation of the actors was really desperate, for the Long Terror 
was then at its height. Anyone with known royalist leanings 
or connections was likely to fare badly. And the bias of the 
Comedie Frangaise was only too well known. 

From documents later available, it seems probable that in- 
dictments against the actors, tantamount to a death sentence 
under prevailing conditions, were actually drawn. It is sup- 
posed that, ironically enough, they were drawn by a former 
actor who had never succeeded in making the grade in the 
Theatre Frangais, or, indeed, in any reputable company. But 
it happened that another actor, one Labussiere, was clerk of the 
powerful Committee of Public Safety. This man is credited 
with having saved the lives of more than eleven hundred 
condemned men and women, through the simple expedient 
of destroying documents in their dossiers to which he had 
access. His sympathies were enlisted on behalf of the wretched 
members of the former Comedie Frangaise, and, by one ex- 
pedient or another, he succeeded in having action on their 
cases delayed until the worst of the Terror was past. 

But the company was done for as an organization. As its 
members straggled out of prison, they joined forces with the 
Talma troupe which had managed to ride out of the revolu- 
tionary gale by trimming their sails to its shifting blasts. They 
were now ensconced in their own Theatre de la Rue de Riche- 
lieu, a site still occupied by the Comedie Frangaise. 

Their position was enhanced rather than diminished by the 
rise of Napoleon Bonaparte. Along the way Napoleon had 
become friendly with Talma, and interested in the reborn 
Comedie Frangaise. When he became Emperor, his subsidies 
to the company exceeded the largest grants ever made by the 
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King. Nor, with the enormous expansion of his realm and 
the activities it entailed, did his interest wane. In the midst 
of his disastrous Russian campaign he could still find time to 
dictate the Decree of Moscow, by which the Comedie is yet 
governed. 

Napoleon blazed across the European sky like a rocket 
and was extinguished, and fell upon the rocky isle of St. 
Helena. Louis XVIII returned from exile to occupy the 
throne of his ancestors. Metternich persuaded the Congress of 
Vienna to try to freeze the map of Europe and to hold in 
perpetual arrest the hands of the world clock. Reaction — 
political, social, religious, and literary — ^was in the saddle, and 
France, as all Europe, was at its feet. 


THROUGH ROMANCE AND REALISM TO THE PRESENT 

To many people, no doubt, the return to order and stability 
and established authority was grateful enough after the years 
of revolution and war which had preceded it. But the seeds 
of revolution were never all uprooted and cast in the fire. 
There were always some spirits in revolt against order ajjd 
constituted authority. And, as usual, their rebellion was first 
manifest among the arts. 

When we think of ^^Romance” and “Romanticism,” it is 
apt to be with rather a different connotation from that of those 
French dramatists and novelists of the nineteenth century 
who adopted the term as a label for their movement. What 
they meant to imply by its use was an independence from the 
restraints imposed by the canons of classical writing. All those 
limitations incidental to the observance of the unities of time 
and place and action, the choice of themes and characters, the 
treatment demanded, they felt were too narrow, hampered 
too much the free flow of genius. 
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The Romanticists felt that they simply had to get away from 
all such restrictions at any cost — ^that they required absolute 
freedom to write about any sort of person, and in any medium 
that seemed to be indicated, to run the entire gamut of settings 
at will, to juggle with time, and in general, to follow only the 
dictates of their own artistic consciences. 

Just such deviations from the conunonly accepted standards 
had marked those early, far flown tales of love and adventure 
in the vernacular, which were the first tentative steps from the 
leading strings of churchly Latin essayed by the romance 
peoples. Bristling with technical faults, these stories had dis- 
played a zest for life and a vitality which had more than made 
up for their formal weaknesses. It was this zest and vitality 
the Romanticists now hoped to recapture by jettisoning their 
own classical restraints. 

But it often happens that when revolt is staged against 
existing conditions, the achievement of freedom is symbolized 
and emphasized by a general reversal of previous values and 
virtues. As it worked out this time, the Romantic writers, 
after having been confined so long to noble characters and 
deeds, now flung themselves with ardor into tales of criminals 
and outcasts (though still more sinned against than sinning). 
And, released from the bonds of a rigid and inelastic play 
form, their dramas often enough simply didn’t jell. Freed 
from classic discipline of thought and word, they went riot- 
ing off into all manner of extravagance of speech and action. 

Unfortunately it is these extravagances, rather than the 
estimable intentions of which they are the unkempt flowerings, 
which are recalled by use of the term “Romantic.” And yet 
such a connotation is not due to gross stupidity, or pure per- 
versity, for those extravagances were characteristic of the 
movement from its inception, and became increasingly domi- 
nant with its development. 
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So much for the theory of Romanticism and for certain of 
its subsequent practices. Historically it was one phase of the 
general surge of liberalism which ran like wildfire through 
Europe in 1830 and which, in France, culminated in the 
downfall of Charles X on July 29, 1830, after three days 
of bloody street fighting and his replacement by the definitely 
more liberal Louis Phillipe. 

The conservative element, though beaten, was not over- 
whelmed. It gave ground on all fronts but sullenly, resent- 
fully, and with sudden flare-ups of inexplicable animosity. Just 
how much of that general resentment was implicit in the re- 
ception of Hermm can only be guessed. But Victor Hugo’s 
wild and melodramatic drama of love among the bandits was 
so far outside the pale of contemporary good taste and good 
writing that the conservatives would probably have felt bound 
to oppose it anyway. 

In the curious way in which such things happen the play 
at the Theatre Frangais became the symbol of the conflict 
between the radicals and conservatives of the moment, the 
standard by which loyalty to certain contemporary social and 
political tenets could be measured. And so again, as in those 
fierce days of the Terror, the actors of the Theatre Frangais 
enjoyed the somewhat equivocal honor of playing practically 
for each other while all Paris demonstrated for or against their 
drama. 

In those demonstrations the extravagances of the romanti- 
cists were early apparent. Shrieking their affiliation with the 
play and the movement by their costumes no less than their 
behavior, they turned out for a fight or a frolic in violet and 
scarlet waistcoats, pale green breeches, yellow shoes, and flow- 
ing curls beneath Rembrandt hats. Romanticists both ways 
from the skin! 

There were riots in the theatre and on the street before it. 
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Books and pamphlets screamed at each other from neighbor- 
ing bookstalls. There was even a quota of duels, in some of 
which people were killed or injured. But the revolt was not 
to be halted by such measures. Hernani was a success, and so 
was the movement for which it stood. 

Despite the apparent evidence to the contrary in their almost 
schoolgirl crushes on the Napoleons, the French are not an 
essentially romantic people. Basically they are a sober, frugal, 
and realistic race. And so all this rank verdure of the Ro- 
mantic movement was just so much surface growth, lacking 
those roots of popular taste which alone could have assured 
it ultimate survival. 

The temperament of the French people has much closer 
kinship to the Realistic school of thought, which holds that 
the function of the artist is to photograph people at work, or 
at play, or in love, to remove the fourth wall of their houses 
and allow the audience to eavesdrop on their activities. 

For such writing keen observation and logical, orderly 
thinking are the prime requisites. That is a long cry from the 
magic poetry of the early Greeks. But if the dramatist is less 
a poet than a reporter, that reportorial quality, when com- 
bined with technical proficiency in the handling of dialogue 
and situation, may make for extraordinarily exciting entertain- 
ment. They were the qualities, above all others, which Eugene 
Scribe, and later Victorien Sardou, brought to their dramatic 
writing. Their plays were beautiful examples of dramatic con- 
struction, adhering to proved formula with all the faithful- 
ness of a modern detective story and with, it must be admitted, 
about the same general significance. 

It was odd to see the French theatre, once (and only com- 
paratively recently, still) the battle ground for political, social, 
religious, and economic ideas, remain absorbed in the problem 
of who slept with whom, or with the disposition of the state 
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papers, while France became successively a republic, a king- 
dom again, an empire, and, for the third tifhe, a republic. 

But these plays were swell jobs, mechanically speaking, and 
their characters were so universal in their appeal that they 
stood translation marvelously. They were as popular in Ger- 
many, England, and the United States as at home. And so 
once more the wheel had turned. After an interval of more 
than three hundred years, the barriers of language, of national 
prejudices and aspirations no longer isolated the theatres of 
Europe. Plays could again be written for production in a 
world theatre. 

The French were the leaders in this revived world theatre. 
But its writers, gifted and conscientious as some of them were, 
and increasingly aware of the responsibility of conveying a 
social message through their plays, were not to be compared 
in stature with the earlier giants of their theatre. 

As had been the case in Italy, the declining years of the 
nineteenth and the early years of the twentieth century pro- 
duced a line of great players of whom two, at least, deserve to 
be ranked with the small company of world geniuses. In the 
exacting rbles of French classic drama Rachel (Elisabeth 
Rachel Felix, 1821-1858) and Sarah Bernhardt (1844- 
1923) disclosed an aura of authentic genius (as well as a 
common tempestuousness of temperament), which entitles 
them unquestionably to membership in any reckoning of the 
world^s elect. 

Yet the assent to this state of things was never unanimous. 
There were always rebels among the intellectuals and the 
younger actors who were ready to rally around any standard 
that might be raised against the administration of the Theatre 
Frangais. And in its devotion to the wheel horses of classical 
drama and its readiness to yield to the importunities of the 
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actor-managers for the fleshpots of parts and acting, there was 
plenty to incite rebellion. 

The Moses who came forth from the local bullrushes at 
this juncture was a young clerk in the Paris Gas Company 
named Andre Antoine. At the moment he w^as only a clerk, 
but prior to that job he had been first a member of the official 
claque at the Theatre Fran§ais, then its leader and, growing 
more and more enamored of the theatre, a student of acting 
and direction. 

Early in the eighties Antoine joined the Cercle Gaulois, 
an amateur dramatic society in the Montmartre section of 
Paris. He soon found himself in open disagreement with the 
club authorities over the selection of its monthly plays, which 
were of the same general pattern as the Theatre Frangais. 
Antoine was all for putting on programs of one act plays by 
the more radical and realistic playwrights, and the committee 
promptly turned him down. 

When he persisted in his plan he was forbidden the use 
of the club’s name and prestige and, which hurt still worse, 
the use of its hall' for his presentations. He was told, in effect, 
if he wanted to try out his ridiculous theories to go and 
hire a hall. And the owner of the tiny hall, seating only three 
hundred and forty-three people, in which the Cercle Gaulois 
lived and moved and had its being, added that if he wanted his 
hall it would cost Antoine one hundred francs in advance. 

This was a formidable sum for anyone living on the meagre 
salary of a clerk in the gas company, but slowly and painfully 
Antoine set about accumulating it. At the same time, he began 
to gather about him a group of fellow spirits, and to drill them 
in the plays they would present when they had a hundred 
francs and a hall. 

It was not until March 30, 1887, that it was possible to 
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present the first bill of the Theatre-Libre. This name was 
chosen because the group intended to free itself from the 
hampering restrictions and the timid and timeserving policies 
of the commercial theatre. It was the parent and the model 
for the countless little theatres which have followed the trail 
it then began to blaze. 

Its disregard of the financial probabilities kept the group 
in hot water from the beginning. Antoine, a magnificent direc- 
tor and prophet of the theatre, never knew how to control the 
purse strings of any of the organizations with which he was 
associated. But the plays and the playwrights that were pre- 
sented to France by the Theatre-Libre! Tolstoy and Tur- 
genev 5 the French premiere of Ibsen’s The Wild Duck; work 
from the pens of Bjornson, Strindberg, and Hauptmann 5 the 
early work of Brieux. In 1906, Antoine was appointed director 
of the Odeon, and without his guiding hand the Theatre- 
Libre was unable to survive its mounting difficulties. But, be- 
fore its extinction, it had lit a fire which has burned, and 
which still burns brightly on many alien hearths. 

About the same time the Theatre-Libre was getting under 
way in France, a similar movement was being initiated in 
Germany. There the Deutsches Theater of Adolf L’Arronge, 
the Lessing Theater of Oscar Blumenthal, and the Freie 
Btihne of Otto Brahm undertook to do very much the same 
sort of thing the Theatre-Libre was doing in Paris. It is a 
melancholy commentary on modern trends that most of the 
leaders of this valuable movement would have encountered 
considerable difficulty and would probably, have been barred 
entirely from that work because of their race, if the present 
regime had been in control of Germany at that time. 

Then came the organization of the Independent Theatre, 
by J. T. Grein in England, and the Little Theatre Movement 
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was oflE on its world career — a career o£ splendid service and 
of incalculable value to the theatre. 

GERMANY: FROM HANS WURST TO HITLER 

The territory which is known as Germany was familiar to 
cartographers by that name long before it became a member 
of the family of nations. Nominally a part of the Holy Roman 
Empire, it was actually an agglomeration of some three hun- 
dred principalities, duchies, free cities, and fiefs of the church, 
some of which were no more than a few square miles In extent. 
But diverse as they were in other things, all were united in 
their hatred of effective federal control and were equally 
eager in the maintenance of their independence of the Em- 
peror. And, aided by the form of government which had been 
devised for that purpose and by the number and variety of 
the Emperor’s problems, they succeeded in their ambition 
tolerably well. 

The imperial government consisted of the Emperor and 
the Diet. This body consisted of representatives of the more 
important landholders (the seven members of the Empire’s 
electoral college), the lesser landholders, and the free cities. 
The consent of the Diet was required for all the important 
acts of the Emperor, and its members saw to it that the Em- 
peror was never provided with an army, an administration, or 
sufficient funds to set up either one. 

Prior to the Reformation the religious theatre of Germany 
was second to none in the vigor and variety of its productions. 
In the work of Hans Sachs (an actual poet-shoemaker of 
Nuremberg [1494-1576] and not merely a bass in the troupe 
of Meistersingers in Richard Wagner’s opera of that name), 
there was a rudimentary German folk drama which, if it did 
not rise very high, was a genuine beginning. 
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But any significance it might have had was wiped out with 
the promulgation of the Edict of Worms, in 1521, by which 
the Emperor, Charles V, proscribed Martin Luther as a 
heretic, and ordered his arrest at sight. That edict precipitated 
a series of blighting religious, social, and economic wars, which 
transformed Germany into a cockpit churned by the bloody 
spurs of contending Protestant, Catholic, German, Austrian, 
French, Danish, and Swedish armies for more than two hun- 
dred years. In all that furious and frantic time there was no 
leisure, or security, or order for creative writing, or any dis- 
position on the part of the rulers of the time to encourage it. 

A few unhappy theatrical companies occasionally wandered 
in from foreign territory and, dodging armies and plagues, 
made the most of the patronage of those courts which opened 
their doors to them. Sometimes they moved on again j some- 
times they remained and their members and their material 
became Germanized. In the end there was no knowing what 
of the residue was native and what was borrowed. 

Italian commedia del? arte troupes, French farceurs, Eng- 
lish tragedians — ^the result was a sort of vaudeville routine of 
sketches, dancing, juggling, acrobatic turns, and songs, from 
which gradually emerged the swelling figure of Hans Wurst, 
a colossus who so dominated the stages of Germany that for 
many decades he was practically the German theatre. 

This Hans Wurst was an amalgamation of the Italian 
Harlequin and any Burlesque Wheel tramp comedian, retain- 
ing the worst features of each. He was a sort of “Peck’s Bad 
Boy,” physically mature but mentally and morally arrested. 
Yet he was so perfectly what the audiences wanted that he 
was dragged into even the presumably serious plays. There 
was “The World’s Great Monster, or The Life and Death of 
the Late Imperial General Wallenstein, Duke of Friedland, 
with Hans Wurst,” an announcement analogous, perhaps, to 
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^^The tragedy of Hamlet, with Popeye the Sailor Man.” At 
any rate, good or bad, explicable or not, Hans Wurst was the 
German theatre for a matter of a couple of hundred years. 

And then, quite suddenly, about the beginning of the 
eighteenth century, there was an improvement in conditions 
throughout Germany. The loose sprawl of states and cities 
began to coagulate about Austria in the south and Prussia in 
the north. The duel between them may have seemed endless 
to most of those involved in it, but there were intervals, and 
in those lulls the arts and sciences took root and sent out 
sprouts wherever the soil was favorable. 

The town of Leipzig, in Saxony near the border of Branden- 
burg, was such a place, to some extent because it was the seat 
of a great university. To Leipzig, in 1724, came Johann 
Christoph Gottsched (1700-1766), and within a few years he 
had made himself dictator of the literary circle of Leipzig. 
He was a man of definite limitations, both a pedant and a 
prig, but he had a consuming hatred for Hans Wurst in all 
his manifestations and a burning desire to establish a great 
national literature. Since there was not at that time any great 
German literature or even any pretty good German litera- 
ture, Gottsched decided to give Germany the best of the for- 
eign material then available. By nature Gottsched had more 
affinity for the French classicists than for any other group, 
and he set out to transplant their works and their manner of 
writing to Germany. 

Casting about for some medium to transmit his ambitions 
to the theatre he encountered the “Royal Polish and Electoral 
Saxon Court Comedians” headed by Johann Neuber and 
Frederika Carolina, his wife, or, perhaps, vice versa. Now 
Carolina Neuber was no great shakes as an actress, but she 
was a splendid organizer and executive, and she was animated 
by as great a distaste for Hans Wurst and his works as Gott- 
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sched himself. It was no job at all to strike up an alliance 
between Gottsched and the Neubers, by which they agreed 
to provide the players, and Gottsched the plays and invita- 
tions to the various courts to present them. 

But Gottsched and the Neubers were too far apart in taste 
and in outlook ever to make a go of such an alliance. They 
were, as a matter of fact, too far ahead of their time to receive 
the popular support which alone would have brought success 
to their venture. And any chance they might have had went 
by the board when they quarreled over one of their produc- 
tions. Gottsched’s wife had prepared the translation of Vol- 
taire’s Alzire, and naturally he expected it to be used. But the 
Neubers had another translation which they found preferable. 
The fury of their assault on Hans Wurst was now directed 
against each other and to the destruction of the common 
cause to which they had given so much time and effort. United 
they had never had more than an outside chance. Clawing at 
each other’s throats, they went down to inevitable defeat 
and death in poverty and obscurity. 

Their effort had ended in apparent failure and humiliation, 
but the German theatre owes them a debt of eternal gratitude. 
Before they went their separate ways, the throne of Hans 
Wurst had been yanked from under him, and the theatre had 
been hauled from the rut in which it had been so long stalled. 

During the life of the partnership the Neuber troupe gave 
occasional employment to a brilliant young student in the 
Theological School of the University. And in the quarter 
century which followed the dissolution of that partnership, 
while the star of Gottsched and the Neubers was setting, and 
while the grenadiers of Frederick the Great were knocking 
off one military nation after another, the fortunes of Gotthold 
Ephraim Lessing (1729-1781) were in the ascendant. By the 
time the citizens of Hamburg got around to the formation of 
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a committee to organize a national theatre, some time in 1765 
or 1766, Lessing was Germany’s leading dramatist. And, in- 
deed, Minna von Barnhelm^ and Miss Sara Samfson still hold 
a place in classical German repertoire. 

So it is no wonder that the committee asked Lessing to 
become house dramatist for the national theatre, responsible 
for providing a continuous flow of acceptable plays. But Less- 
ing had no desire for the job of a hack writer, no matter how 
disguised. What he proposed, instead, was handling publicity 
for the theatre and writing its advertising, in the form of 
critical reviews of its productions. That was the inspiration be- 
hind the Hamburgiscke Dramaturgie which began its career 
coincidentally with the National Theatre, in 1767, and was 
published regularly twice a week until the failure of its parent 
enterprise snuffed it out, also. It presented the first real dra- 
matic criticism, certainly the first exposition of the principles 
of dramatic art, ever to come out of Germany. It was enor- 
mously popular, widely read and almost as widely pirated, and 
it exercised a deep and lasting influence on the German theatre. 

Lessing had almost as little regard for French classicism as 
Gottsched and the Neubers for Hans Wurst. His dramatic 
crush was William Shakespeare, then scarcely known beyond 
the borders of his native England. The build up and ballyhoo 
he lavished on the Englishman made his work an integral part 
of the repertoire of every Central European state. Today he is 
more frequently played and more really a factor in the theatre 
of Germany than in England or America. 

Mismanagement and lack of real interest by the Ham- 
burgers laid the National Theatre low in 1769- But in that 
short time the nucleus of a fine company had been assembled. 
Even though that company was scattered by the failure of its 
theatre, and while Prussia itself was tumbled from its proud 
position by Napoleon’s military juggernaut, the actors kept 
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the German theatre alive and vigorous. When Germany’s 
greatest dramatists stepped out on to the scene, there was a 
theatre waiting for them and players capable of presenting 
their plays. 

It was for no less a person than Johann Wolfgang von 
Goethe (1749-1832) that the stage had been set. Goethe is 
one of the great IFS of the theatre. If he had only been 
single-minded about his dramatic writing, as was practically 
every other one of the theatre’s geniuses, there is no telling 
to what dramatic heights he might have risen. But he was at 
least equally interested in poetry, philosophy, and science j 
and, in consequence, his dramatic writings, great literature 
though they are, are not as good plays as the work of writers 
many notches below him as a thinker or a poet. 

It was not for lack of opportunity to know the theatre, or 
because he had no chance to put his theories to the test, that 
Goethe’s plays lacked stage-worthiness. For twenty-six years, 
with some intervals, he was director of the court theatre of 
Karl August, Duke of Weimar. In that capacity he wrote, 
staged, and acted in every variety of dramatic entertainment. 
He even developed into something of a martinet toward his 
actors, drawing up rules for every situation and every shading 
of emotion, to which his actors were held as closely as recruits 
to the manual of arms. But he just didn’t have the flair for 
drama, the feeling for perfect dramatic rightness which so 
many of his literary inferiors possessed in abundance. A 
dramatic scene might be halted for a philosophic dissertation, 
or for a poetic passage — ^great stuff in itself, but not great 
drama. 

And yet, imperfect in this respect, he is still the greatest 
dramatist Germany has yet produced. The creator of Fausty of 
Egmonty of ClavigOy of Gotz von Berlichingeny of Ifhigeniay 
of TassOy and the rest, is an authentic genius who belongs to 
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the line of Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides, and Shakespeare. 

Goethe’s work at Weimar, and the generally favorable 
attitude of its Duke, drew other literary men to it, and in 
time it became the literary capital of Germany. Among those 
who drifted there was a poet and dramatist who had already 
made something of a name for himself with a passionate and 
melodramatic play, The Robbers, But Goethe and Johann 
Christoph Friedrich von Schiller (1759-1805). did not take 
kindly to each other at first, to some extent, perhaps, because 
the younger man was so presumptuous as to criticize unfavora- 
bly his distinguished colleague’s play, Egmont. 

Eventually, however (but a good six or seven years later), 
that breach was healed and they entered into an enormously 
stimulating and fruitful friendship which was terminated only 
by Schiller’s death. They each had something of value to 
contribute to the friendship. Schiller was not the literary titan 
that Goethe was, but he had a much better grasp of dramatic 
technique. In that last spurt of seven years, with death closing 
in on him, he produced Consfiracy and Love^ Mary Stuarty 
The Maid of Orleans y the Wallenstein trilogy. The Bride of 
Messina and William Tell, They are not only rousing histori- 
cal dramas, still capable of stirring audiences’ pulses 5 they 
have also a fine lyric note of nationalism very welcome to 
German ears at that time, for German prestige, won so re- 
cently and with such difficulty by Frederick the Great, was 
being trampled into the dust of Austerlitz and Auerstadt by 
the boots of Napoleon’s hard marching, hard fighting veterans. 
Leipzig and Waterloo were a long way in the future, too far 
to be easily foreseen, and to the ardent patriots of Weimar 
and throughout Germany, these stories of tyrants and con- 
querors who got their proper comeuppances were highly 
grateful. 

After Schiller’s death, in 1 805, Goethe carried on at Weimar 
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under increasingly difficult circumstances. The Duke fell more 
and more under the spell of his mistress, a silly and incon- 
sequential former opera singer, who bothered the life out of 
Goethe with her suggestions for the management of the court 
theatre. Goethe was something of a tyrant in the theatre him- 
self, and these suggestions did not set very well with him. 
But he held on until 1817, when she insisted on the presenta- 
tion of a drama designed to star a trained poodle. This was 
too much for the creator of Faust, and he resigned from his 
post and turned gladly to his beloved poetry, science, phi- 
losophy, and memoirs for the remaining years of his life. 

Goethe and SchiUer had been enormously aided in their 
theatrical activities by a succession of fine actors. Three of 
them from that brief period are still counted as the best Ger- 
many has produced: Konrad Ekhof, Friederich Ludwig 
Schroder (still called “The Great Schroder” by theatrical 
historians), and August Wilhelm IfBand. 

The fires of patriotism which Schiller had labored so hard 
to kindle continued to burn through all the period of reaction 
and conservatism which set in with the downfall of Napoleon. 
And when at last a Germany united by victories over Austria 
(1866) and France (1871), stepped out to play its rSle on 
the world stage, it was with a people tremendously aware of 
its possibilities and enormously proud of its race. 

In the next generation the theatre in Germany became the 
most active and vital of any in the world. In matters of direc- 
tion, settings, lighting, and ensemble playing it was both ex- 
cited and exciting. If there were no more gigantic playwrights, 
such writers as Gerhardt Hauptmann, Hermann Sudermann, 
and Frank Wedekind displayed a growing sense of social 
responsibility as well as considerable technical proficiency, and 
made the German theatre not the least valuable of its coimtry’s 
exports. 
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And then came the World War, in 1914, and the German 
theatre, like that of all combatant countries became subordi- 
nated to the national effort. Even the war’s end brought little 
respite to the country’s theatre, for the people were too dis- 
turbed, too poor, and too miserable for really good work to 
be possible. 

About the time the theatre was beginning to emerge from 
the nightmare of inflation, the revolution hoisted Adolf Hitler 
and his National Socialist Party into the saddle. From that 
moment the theatre, with the press, the schools, and religion 
became simply one more agency for the diffusion of the Nazi 
creed. 

Whatever the value of that formula, it places very definite 
limitations upon the development of the art of the theatre. 
Wherever that concept of the state, and of the relations of its 
citizens to the state, exists, little original or significant drama 
can be expected. At the moment (1935), the German theatre 
continues in a state of suspended animation. 

CHAPTER III 
ENGLAND 

In Good Qu&en Besses Glorious Days 

When Elizabeth came to the throne of England, in 1558, 
London was still a walled town in which there was not a 
single professional theatre. What theatrical activity there 
was, and it was considerable, was mostly manifest in the schools 
and in the community presentations of the miracle and moral- 
ity plays. 

But England stood on the threshold of one of those marvel- 
ous periods that come all too rarely to men and nations. 
Within the fifty-five years that marked her reign, the map of 
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the world was redrafted, and English admirals were responsi- 
ble for many of its new contours. Claim to the ownership of 
those new worlds was also contested, it is true, by Spain, but 
that claim was met and sunk with the Spanish Armada in the 
English Channel in the summer of 1588. Now England’s 
wealth was increased enormously and was matched by the 
growing sense of her national sufficiency and of her destiny 
as a nation. It was a time when it seemed that not only any- 
thing could happen, but that it was happening right before 
one’s eyes. In short, it was a period when just to be alive and 
a part of all that was going on must have been enormously 
exciting and stimulating. 

And, as had happened at similar moments in Greece, in 
Spain, and in France, this aura of national prosperity and 
prestige was reflected in a burst of literary activity that is still 
the glory and the wonder of the English language. Poets 
and playwrights tumbled over themselves and each other pro- 
claiming the richness and complexity of life and the pleasures 
and penalties of living. 

The first playhouse was erected in London in 1576, and it 
was a structure sufficiently unique to be called simply The 
Theatre. But long before there was any formal home for their 
work, scattered bands of players were .carrying the drama the 
length and breadth of the country. 

The ordinary run of these players had no standing in the 
eyes of the law. They were outcasts classed with rogues and 
vagabonds, and their approach to a village justified, no doubt, 
the ancient cry: 

^^Mother, mother, take in the wash! The actors are coming!” 

The better or more fortunate companies were able to per- 
suade one of the nobility to extend to them the protection of 
his name. Proclaiming that they were of his household, and 
wearing his livery, they enjoyed a reasonable immunity from 
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petty persecution and often enjoyed considerable prosperity. 

Touring the country without any fixed place for perform- 
ance, these companies had to play wherever they could, or 
wherever they could best get an audience together. More 
often than elsewhere this proved to be the courtyard of an 
inn with the stage set up at one end. The better elements of 
the audience watched the play from their windows, or from 
the balconies that ran around the courtyard — the common 
herd stood in the yard in front of the stage. And thus it was 
that when The Theatre and its fellow playhouses were built, 
they followed the plan already familiar to players and au- 
diences alike ^ they were circular or oval structures enclosing 
an open courtyard or pit, at one end of which a bare platform 
for acting was erected. 

There was not, nor could there be, any attempt at the 
painted sets and perspectives already common on Italian 
stages. But never having known such refinements, the audi- 
ence never missed them. A placard might announce whether 
the stage was for the moment a palace, a hut, or a seashore 5 
or a comment by one of the characters would serve to define 
the scene of action. And immediately the audience filled in 
the background in its mind’s eye, or forgot about it in its 
absorption over the action — and that, forthwith, there had to 
be, and plenty of it. Not again, until the motion picture Cyclops 
cast its roving eye about the world, could a playwright sweep 
his play and its characters so fluently and freely about the 
map as the Elizabethan dramatist. 

The first English play of which there is any record is Ralfh 
Roister Doister by Nicholas Udall, headmaster at Eton, proba- 
bly written by him for the school’s Christmas entertainment 
some time between 1 534 and 1541. Written by a schoolmaster 
for schoolboys, it runs along the easy lines of Plautus. The 
first genuinely English comedy is Gammer Gurtoft?s Needle^ 
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by John Still, Bishop of Bath and Wells, which was first per- 
formed at Cambridge in is 66 . 

About the same time the first English tragedy was per- 
formed. GorhoduCy the story of a mythical British king, by 
Thomas Sackville and Thomas Norton, was first performed 
about 1561, though it did not appear in print imtil four years 
later. This play, on a Senecan model, is, however, chiefly in- 
teresting because there was then employed for the first time- 
in dramatic construction the unrhymed iambic pentameter 
which we also call blank verse, and which has served as such 
a glorious instrument in the hands of the greater dramatists 
then waiting in the wings. 

In the approved style of the day the entrance of the great 
man was preceded by a crowd of lesser performers: John 
Lyly, romantic, elegant, artificial; Thomas Kyd, whose play. 
The Sfamsh Tragedy y was a dime novel best seller about 
1 590 ; George Peele, Robert Greene, Thomas Lodge, Thomas 
Nashe — courtiers, soldiers, tavern brawlers, involved in vigor- 
ous controversies which often ended in imprisonment, exile, 
or death — they wrote swift-moving, stirring and effective plays 
which made the theatre a vital and popular part of the life 
of the times. 

But Christopher Marlowe (1564-1593) was more than a 
supernumerary. He would have been a great writer in any 
language and at any time. Only the overwhelming greatness 
of Shakespeare has dwarfed his gifts. If there had been no 
Shakespeare, the four plays Marlowe wrote before he was 
killed in a drunken row, at the age of twenty-nine, would still 
have made the theatre of his time a notable era. Tamurlaine 
the Greaty The Tragical History of Dr. Faustusy The Jew of 
Maltay and Edward 11 proved his right to consideration as a 
dramatist, a poet, and a craftsman of the first rank. If he had 
lived — ^but he lived prodigally and died miserably and was 
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overtaken and surpassed by the greatest and most versatile 
dramatist the theatre of any land has ever known. 

About 1585 or 1586 there came up to London from the 
quiet little Warwickshire town of Stratford-on-Avon, a young 
man named William Shakespeare. There was nothing in his 
background or history to that point to indicate that here was 
the supreme dramatic genius not only of his own land and 
time, but of all times and all places. He came of good, though 
not exceptional family, his schooling had been average, or 
less, and nothing he had done there appears to have left any 
particular mark on the commiuiity. About all he had to show 
for himself to the point of his departure for London, at twenty- 
one or two, had been a restless inability to fit into the peaceful 
Stratford pattern, which had manifested itself in a hasty and 
apparently none too happy marriage to a girl eight years older 
than himself, and in local scrapes which probably hastened his 
going. 

There is a tradition that he made his start in London by 
holding horses for theatre patrons, and there is little doubt 
that, at the beginning, he was probably reduced to turning his 
hand to anything that came along. Whatever the truth of that 
particular story, he was soon graduated into the theatre, at 
first as an actor in the company of James Burbage, at The 
Theatre, and then as a play doctor, adapter, and author at- 
tached to the company. 

It was the custom of the time for the managers to buy plays 
outright from their authors and to revamp them as their 
desires or the requirements of their companies dictated. Some- 
times, as in the motion pictures today, a whole battery of play- 
wrights worked on one manuscript. Since the majority of 
plays produced were not ascribed to any author, and only one 
out of every three or four was preserved in any form, it is 
not possible to say with any degree of definiteness just how 
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many plays Shakespeare worked over, or with whom he col- 
laborated, or just what was done by each. 

But by the time Marlowe came to his end, Shakespeare 
was definitely established as one of the outstanding men of 
the English theatre, and within three years of that time was 
listed as one of the owners of The Globe, to which the Bur- 
bage company had moved themselves and their productions 
recently. 

And before his retirement, in i6ii, to spend the last five 
years of his life as a rich and respected gentleman in his native 
Stratford, Shakespeare produced thirty-seven comedies, 
dramas, and histories, which can be definitely ascribed to him 
in addition to those others on which he probably lent a hand. 

His versatility is only one of his claims to theatrical 
greatness, but it is true that where every other one of the 
world’s greatest dramatists turned instinctively either to drama 
or to comedy, Shakespeare was supreme at everything to 
which he turned his hand, and his plays include every known 
form of dramatic writing. Certain of his characters, Hamlet, 
lago, Richard III, Falstaff, Lady Macbeth, are still the yard- 
sticks by which players who aspire to prove their dramatic 
stature measure themselves. Probably no other author has 
created so many characters who are familiar to everyone, and 
if there is another source of quotations more prolific, it can 
only be the Bible. 

Nor was it that he worked in an age where his contempora- 
ries were little men. Ben Jonson, John Fletcher, and John 
Webster would have been giants in any age. And, in addition 
to them George Chapman, Francis Beaumont, Thomas Dek- 
ker, Thomas Middleton, John Ford, James Shirley, Philip 
Massinger, Thomas Heywood, and Samuel Rowley were all 
on the job during his lifetime. Never have there been so 
many first rate dramatists at work at any one time in the 
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history of the theatre. There have not been so many notable 
names in all the rest of the English theatre since then. And 
yet William Shakespeare dwarfed that impressive field and 
was tops in every line of dramatic endeavor. 

It was a tough audience to which Shakespeare addressed 
himself. The sight of the flag flying over the wooden O of The 
Globe, indicating that a play was on, brought a curious, mixed 
audience on the run to view it. 

There, standing on the ground before the stage, we would 
find a crowd of apprentices playing hooky from their jobsj 
a sprinkling of local gangsters j soldiers and sailors on leave; 
tourists up from the country; and a few street walkers with 
an eye to any business that could be picked up. 

In the gallery where, of course, we are, there are a knot 
of students who have probably cut their classes to be there; 
business men giving their customers a treat on the house; 
over on the other side, certainly some of the gentlemen of 
the court, and with them, masked as they would have to be at 
a place like this, some of the ladies. 

You might suppose the group up there on the stage a part 
of the acting company if you didn’t happen to know the play 
hadn’t begun yet. Some of them are smoking long pipes (a 
habit picked up from the red Indians by Sir Walter Raleigh’s 
men, and becoming vastly popular) ; others are talking and 
showing off their fine figures and the costumes which enhance 
them. These are some of the really important people at court, 
friends of the sponsor of the company, men about town who 
are quite as interested in being seen as in seeing Mr. Shake- 
speare’s new play about some Danish prince, Hamlet, is it? 

A boisterous, vigorous, volatile audience this, which has 
come to the theatre to be thrilled and amused and has to be 
caught in the first few minutes of the production if it is to 
be caught at all. Action first and fine sentiment afterwards. 
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and woe to the play or the player too slow or too tame for its 
hot fancy. It would be luck, indeed, if the audience merely 
dismissed the tedious proceedings on the stage in favor of 
cards and dice. 

Of those who were contemporary with Shakespeare and 
whose work continued after his retirement and death, the 
most important, without question, was Ben Jonson (1573- 
1637). Highly considered as a writer of tragedies at the time, 
his most important contribution to the theatre was the theory 
that every person has some distinguishing characteristic, or 
humor, and that true comedy comes from the elaboration of 
that underlying humor in each character. This is the theory 
on which the whole art of cartooning is predicated, and Jon- 
son^s satiric comedies of humor were really tremendously 
clever and well drawn dramatic cartoons. In Everyman in 
His Humor ^ The Poetastery The Alchemist y Bartholomew 
F air y and, above all in V ol f one y he did this exceedingly well, 
almost as well as Shakespeare. It is true that he lacked the 
tragic genius of his fellow craftsman. But to be almost as good 
as Shakespeare at anything is a distinction that can be ac- 
corded to comparatively few. 


REFORMATION AND RESTORATION 

There seems to be a rather widespread belief that the 
Puritan movement came from nowhere to take over the gov- 
ernment of England — as though, almost, England went to 
bed one night without any Puritans in sight and woke up the 
next morning to find them on the throne, and in every munici- 
pal building, running the nation. But far back in Tudor times, 
when the Church of England was being cut loose from the 
Papacy, there were people who believed that its reforms had 
not gone far enough, that too much ritual and too many 
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trappings still remained. Because they wished to reform or 
purify the church still further, they were known as Puritans. 

Now to many of these people the theatre was anathema, a 
veritable anteroom to hell. They held it responsible for at 
least encouraging all the religious, social, political, and eco- 
nomic ills of the times, from emptying the churches and 
perpetuating pagan customs, to causing God to visit the plague 
on London in 1603. 

The theatre, on its part, struck back at the Puritans with 
every weapon of ridicule and abuse in its armory. The Puritan 
leaders and customs were pilloried in pamphlets and plays, 
and, just to show its unconcern for their disapproval, the 
theatre plunged into new excesses of word and action which 
justified most of the harsher things the Puritans said of it. 

But the quarrel between the theatre and the Puritans was 
not entirely on moral grounds. The Reformation in England 
had liberated two great forces, the power of the throne, and 
the power of the people, which, sooner or later, were bound 
to come into conflict. Quite generally the theatre and its 
people were on the side of government, of constituted author- 
ity, and that trait, if nothing else, would have damned the 
theatre to the Puritans. 

The struggle was already so far developed that in 1602, 
with Elizabeth still on the throne, and Shakespeare in the 
bloom of his finest creative years, the .town council of his 
native Stratford enacted an ordinance prohibiting the per- 
formance of any plays “in the Chamber, the Guildhall, nor 
in any parte of the howse, or courte, from hensforward.” 

And it grew with the development of the theory of the 
Divine Right of Kings proclaimed by her successor, James I, 
first of the Stuart line until, in 1625, the same year in which 
James’ son, Charles I, came to the throne, a Puritan, William 
Prynne, began the monumental labor of catalogumg every 
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crime ever recorded as having occurred in or about the theatre, 
or by anyone connected with the theatre. The result of this 
research, published seven years later iinder the title Histrio- 
Mastix, was an eleven hundred page indictment of the theatre 
and everything and everybody who had anything to do 
with it. 

Prynne had the misfortune to issue this volume at the pre- 
cise moment that Queen Henrietta Maria was rehearsing in 
a new court pastoral, and when the attention of the King was 
drawn to the fact that Prynne, in commenting on the riots that 
had somewhat earlier greeted a French company with actresses 
(a thing unknown to the English stage of that time), had 
remarked that women players were “notorious whores,” the 
swift vengeance of outraged divinity fell upon the hapless 
blasphemer. Prynne was stood in the pillory, his ears were 
cut off, he was branded “S L” (Seditious Libeler) on both 
cheeks, he was fined and to top it off he was given a sentence 
of life imprisonment. 

Then, eight years later, came the complete rupture between 
the King and Parliament, and with the first defeats inflicted 
upon the Cavaliers by the Roundheads under Oliver Crom- 
well, all the theatres were closed by act of Parliament, in 1642. 

So, once more, the theatre went underground, its plays 
and its players proscribed. But this exile was neither so long 
nor so rigorous as some of the others which have been visited 
upon it. For at all times in England in the eighteen years this 
act stood officially, there were those sympathetic toward the 
theatre and its people, and there were, undoubtedly, theatrical 
performances given in Royalist castles and private homes. 

Oliver Cromwell still sat on the throne of England when, 
in 1656, Sir William D’Avenant returned from France, where 
he had been in attendance on “Bonnie Prince Charlie,” and 
obtained permission to stage an “opera, made a representation 
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by the Art of Perspective in Scenes,” at his town house in Lon- 
don. And there on a stage eleven feet high and fifteen deep 
appeared the first professional actress ever to grace the Eng- 
lish stage. 

The closing of the theatres fourteen years earlier had made 
such an event almost inevitable. In the interval all the care- 
fully trained boys who had played the women’s parts in Eliza- 
bethan productions had grown to manhood, and none had been 
prepared to take their places. 

And, in their pilgrimages to the Stuart courts on the Con- 
tinent, English travelers had in the meantime become ac- 
customed to the sight of women playing their own sex and 
doing it better than their boyish competitors. 

The actress who made this historic appearance was Mrs. 
Edward Coleman, wife of the composer of the opera, and 
though she was so inept an actress that she never got her 
head out of the book during the entire performance and, ap- 
parently, retired from acting immediately afterward, she de- 
serves, nevertheless, a place among the innovators of the 
theatre. 

Two years later the Lord Protector died, and after tenta- 
tive experiments with his son Richard, and with government 
by Parliament under the control of the army, the country 
turned once more to the Stuarts. Charles II, son of the exe- 
cuted monarch, was invited to resume the throne that had 
been pulled from under his father. And with his return, in 
1660, there began one of the most amazing epochs of the 
English stage. 

The new king was more than friendly to the theatre and its 
people. Before his coronation, even, he had granted patents 
to Thomas Killigrew and Sir William D’Avenant to produce 
plays. They were the only licensed companies in the entire 
kingdom, for outside London the Puritans were still in the 
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saddle. These companies first played in tennis courts, similar 
to the establishments of their French contemporaries, and 
then Killigrew, at the head of His Majesties’ Servants, set up 
shop in the Theatre Royal, Drury Lane 5 while D’Avenant’s 
troupe, under the patronage of the King’s brother, the Duke 
of York, established the Opera (in distinction to Killigrew’s 
Theatre), at the Dorset Garden. 

These two theatres were run almost entirely by and for the 
court and reflected its tastes, its tone, and its standards. Since 
this court was preeminently brilliant, sophisticated, and mer- 
cenary, these terms became outstanding in characterizing what 
is known as the Restoration drama. 

It had no connection with the English theatre which had 
preceded the revolution. That was old stuff, and rather apolo- 
gized for. The new drama looked rather to the Continent, 
which was natural enough, since the King himself, and many 
of the court had lived there for years. That was the period 
when Corneille was setting the pace in the French theatre, 
and so the Restoration drama burgeoned with plots in which 
the characters were all noble and the themes lofty, from which 
all comic relief and sub-plots were eliminated, and in which 
the story was told in rhymed couplets. The two outstanding 
practitioners of the heroic drama of the Restoration were 
John Dryden (1631-1700), best remembered for The Con- 
quest of Granada and All for Love^ a retelling of the story of 
Antony and Cleopatra, and Thomas Otway ( 1652-1685), who 
before he succumbed to illness and malnutrition at the early 
age of thirty-three, contributed The Orfhan and, best of the 
dramas of that type, Venice Preserved. 

But if the Restoration theatre depended for remembrance 
on its drama, it would occupy a much smaller and less con- 
spicuous niche than it does. For its genius was essentially 
conoic. 
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Up to the last fifteen years, say to the end of the World 
War, the Restoration comedy was thought too coarse and un- 
moral for general consumption. Advanced students might be 
led gingerly about its borders, rather than through it, holding 
metaphorical handkerchiefs to their noses and learning that 
since it was classical, it wasn’t nearly as dirty as it seemed. 
Brilliant, yes, — ^but what a pity such great gifts were put to 
such mean uses! In fact, the general judgment of that time, 
which is still chronologically a part of the present generation, 
was pretty well summed up when Brander Matthews writing 
of Restoration comedy, about the turn of the twentieth cen- 
tury, said : 

“Congreve and Wycherley, Farquahar and Vanbrugh 
helped themselves to Moliere’s framework only to hang it 
about with dirty linen.” 

There was enough surface truth in that observation to hurt. 
The writers of the Restoration owed plenty to Moliere, no 
doubt. Their hard glitter of wit was characteristic of himj so, 
too, was their detached and aloof attitude toward their char- 
acters. The characters, who were, after all, dramatizations of 
certain basic human characteristics? That had been done by 
Ben Jonson long before Moliere. Dirt? Lots of it — to many 
people much more than is necessary. And there you come to 
the matter of taste, for scarcely two people will agree on just 
how much dirt is necessary. But they lived and wrote for an 
age which was much more frank and free in expression than 
the period just before the World War. 

And so William Wycherley ( 1 640-1 716), best remembered 
for The Country Wife, and The Plain Dealer; Sir John Van- 
brugh ( 1664-1726), The Provoked Wife; George Farquahar 
(1678—1707), The Recruiting Officer and The Beaux’ Strata^- 
gem; and William Congreve (1670-1729), Love for Love 
and The Way of the World, seemed to be well on their way 
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to become museum pieces, periodically read and discussed, 
but not a part of the living theatre. 

Whether or not the World War was wholly responsible 
for our altered attitude toward the moral standards of our 
elder brothers, it is true that the prolonged and world wide 
period of economic pressure and the extensive remodeling of 
our social structure which it ushered in, have evolved audi- 
ences quite able and prepared to appreciate the gay and licem 
tious plays of the Restoration writers. Some of their words may 
be a little strange, for styles in words change with fashions in 
clothes j but there is hardly a character or a situation of theirs 
which might not be (and probably has been) appropriated by 
modern playwrights — and enjoyed by contemporary audi- 
ences. 

These brilliant plays were given good productions. Inigo 
Jones had brought back from the Continent the continental 
playhouse, and England had turned its back forever on the 
inn courtyard and ‘Vooden O” theatres 5 and the two com- 
panies available in London were filled with able players. 

In one bound, actresses had taken over the stage so long 
denied to them. Paradoxically enough that move was facili- 
tated by the work of one of the last and probably one of the 
greatest of the boy actors of feminine roles. Edward Kynaston 
was so completely devastating in the parts he played that he 
became the idol of the ladies of the court. They descended 
on the theatre in which he was appearing and bore him off to 
ride through the park, perhaps in his stage costumes. The 
consequent scandal was such that the very persons who had 
most inveighed against the immorality of women in the theatre 
now cried to heaven against the practice of men playing in 
women’s clothing. But Kynaston only somewhat jhastened a 
process which was inevitable. The general attitude toward the 
theatre was changing, anyway, and regardless of whether or 
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not he had appeared, women would not have been denied 
much longer the privilege of portraying their own sex on 
the stage. 

At any rate in the company of William Betterton, who had 
succeeded to the management of the Opera on the death of 
D’Avenant and who was, himself, a splendid actor, were Mary 
Saunderson (Mrs. Betterton), the first Juliet, Ophelia, and 
Lady Macbeth of her sex in the English theatre; Nell Gwyn, 
whose spectacular career as uncrowned Queen of England 
overshadowed her really brilliant gifts as a madcap comedian; 
Anne Bracegirdle and Aphra Behn, first of the professional 
playwrights of her sex to achieve the honor of burial in West- 
minster Abbey. But in spite of this profusion of talent in writ- 
ing, producing, and acting, there were simply not enough 
patrons to make two theatres go. When they were merged in 
1682, the resultant company, known as the King’s, took over 
Drury Lane, which was, for a long time, the only company 
in all the land possessed of a royal patent, or license. 

In other ways it was evident that the theatre was sliding 
from the peak to which it had climbed in those first years 
after the Restoration. There were no more playwrights of the 
calibre of Wycherley, Vanbrugh, Farquahar, and Congreve. 
The little men who trailed in their wake tried hard enough 
to follow their patterns, but, as little men do, copied only 
their more sensational and less estimable characteristics. The 
tone of the theatre, questionable enough before, fell to a very 
low point. 

Public taste was going through one of its cycles of change, 
no doubt of it. It did not require the general agreement with 
Jeremy Collier’s A Short View oj the Immorality and, Projane- 
ness of the English Stage, published in 1698, to demonstrate 
it. Quite as definite was the public favor accorded the rather 
milk and water comedies of Sir Richard Steele (1672-1729), 



90 OUR THEATRE TODAY 

and the academic tragedy (with political overtones), typified 
by The Tragedy of Cato of Joseph Addison (1672-1719). 
These men deservedly, however, are better remembered for 
their collaboration on the Spectator Papers. Yes, England was 
sobering up after the spree of the Restoration. Charles’ 
brother, James II, forfeited the confidence of , his people and 
thereafter his throne. Indicative of the temper of the time 
was his replacement by his daughter Mary, and her husband, 
William of Orange. Another era of the English stage was at 
hand. 


A THEATRE OF ACTOR-MANAGERS 

This time it was the turn of the actors, exploring and 
elaborating upon the characters bequeathed by vanished play- 
wrights. To this period belong such players as Colley Cibber, 
Anne Oldfield, Peg Woffington, Charles Macklin, and the 
darling and the hero of actors from that time, “Little Davey,” 
David Garrick. 

There may have been greater actors in the English theatre 
than David Garrick (1717-1779), but none more completely 
captured the imagination and affection of his fellow workers 
than this little, none too impressively built descendant of 
Huguenot refugees, who, in his dash to the stage, fled from 
under the wing of the great Dr. Johnson and from his family 
wine business. 

The actors who had immediately preceded him had made 
acting pretty much a matter of routine. Whatever splendor it 
had had in the hands of its originators, this stylized acting 
had now brought that art down to the level of declamations 
inserted in a series of tableaux. From the beginning Garrick 
would have none of this. There was a great shaking of heads 
at his comparatively natural style. “If this young fellow is 
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right, we are all wrong,” said James Quin. And the weight 
of the evidence is to the effect that they were. 

Within half a dozen years of his debut, in 1741, Garrick 
had made such strides in popular favor that he was able to 
purchase a two-thirds interest in the building and business of 
Drury Lane. And from that time, until his retirement, thirty 
years later, he was the unquestioned ruler of the English 
theatre. 

The enthusiasm of his fellow actors is understandable in 
the light of what Garrick did to and' with his company. He 
worked them tremendously hard, and was a good deal of a 
martinet with them, but he bxiilt the finest acting company 
the English theatre had yet seen, with much more scope to 
character acting and ensemble work than had been given by 
any of his predecessors. He overhauled the scene lofts and 
costume closets and reorganized them at considerable ex- 
pense. And finally he gave his company Shakespeare and the 
other Elizabethans in a form which, if it was not as they had 
been written, was much closer to it than the “improvements” 
added by the Restoration and post-Restoration adapters. The 
sobriety of his own life and the discipline on which he in- 
sisted in his company gave actors a standing and general ac- 
ceptance in society they had never known in England. And 
when, on top of all this, he was the first actor of his day, 
particularly in the roles of Hamlet, Lear, and Macbeth} was 
as amiable and charming off the stage as on} and was so able 
a business manager that he retired with a fortune of well over 
a million dollars, it is not much wonder that the actors feel 
as they do about him. 

Garrick may have been the greatest manager of the period, 
but he let slip through his fingers the only two playwrights 
who had anything worth saying. Both She Stoofs to Conquer y 
by Oliver Goldsmith (1728-1774), and The Rivals and The 
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School for Scandal by Richard Brinsley Sheridan (1751- 
1816), were produced at the rival Co vent Garden. Maybe 
Garrick was tired, or had lost his keenness — anyway he missed 
out on them. 

It looked as though a new and even more brilliant era of 
plajrwriting was at hand. At twenty-five Sheridan was the 
author of two eminently successful plays, had bought Gar- 
rick’s interest in Drury Lane, and had thereby acquired the 
finest acting company in England. When he reopened that 
playhouse with his own great comedy The School for Scandal^ 
it would have been silly to bet against him. And yet, after 
that start, he wrote only one more play,'rA<? Critic y and then 
laid down his pen. It may have been that in four plays he 
had written himself out. More likely it was because after 
his election to Parliament, in 1780, politics became the greater 
interest. At any rate there were no more comedies from his 
gifted hand, and his control of Drury Lane was only nominal. 

It may be of interest to note that as a member of Parlia- 
ment, he was so vigorously opposed to the war with the Ameri- 
can Colonies that the Continental Congress tried to make him 
a gift of a hundred thousand dollars 5 and that he opened the 
government’s case against Warren Hastings for corrupt ad- 
ministration as Governor General of India 3 but as far as the 
theatre was concerned, his career might as well have closed 
with the final curtain on The Critic, It would have been better, 
perhaps, if it had, for under his absentee managership the 
splendid company at Drury Lane was allowed to disintegrate. 
Finally, in 1 809, the theatre, now the second largest in Europe, 
caught fire, and Sheridan, engrossed in a Parliamentary de- 
bate, refused even to go to see what could be done. 

It is curious that he and Goldsmith should have bobbed up 
when they did. Not so brilliant technically ^s the Restora- 
tion writers, they were considerably more human in their 
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characterizations. And for some reason or other, there they 
were, a little island of brilliance in a sea of general dullness 
that stretched for a hundred years in either direction. 

With Sheridan devoting more and more time to his political 
career, the actual management of Drury Lane was entrusted 
to the stage manager, John Philip Kemble, brother of Sarah 
Siddons, the company’s star, and member of a dominant stage 
family whose descendants are still active in the theatres of two 
continents. Sarah Siddons (1755-1831) was probably the finest 
tragic actress the English stage has produced. Lady Macbeth 
was her great part, and she played it on and off. Sir Walter 
Scott has recorded his amusement at the stately blank verse 
in which she rebuked one of his servants at Abbotsford: “I 
asked for water, boy! you’ve brought me beer.” But she was 
a great actress, with taste, feeling, and genuine nobility. For 
nearly forty years she queened it over the London stage and 
well deserved the tribute paid by Sir Joshua Reynolds in his 
selection of her as model for his painting The Tragic Muse. 

While the Kembles were in control of Covent Garden, the 
theatre was burned, and John Philip Kemble in an attempt 
to recoup some of his losses raised his ticket prices, adding six- 
pence to the admission to the pit, or orchestra, and a shilling 
to the stalls. This change precipitated a series of demonstra- 
tions which has never been approached, let alone matched, in 
English theatre history. 

For when the curtain went up on the performance of Mac- 
beth on that eighteenth of September, 1809, the audience be- 
gan to shout “Old Prices — Old Prices” and to stamp and cat- 
call, to pound on the seats, and in general to broadcast its 
dissatisfaction with the management. The company, under 
orders from Kemble, proceeded with the performance— in 
pantomime. 

For sixty-one consecutive performances from that night. 
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this was the routine, at Covent Garden: the curtain would 
rise, a character would appear and open his mouth to speak his 
first line, and as he did so the audience would go into action 
with a steady, sustained chant in unison “0-P! 0-P!” In the 
course of the weeks this strike lasted, the Covent Garden 
audiences developed a variety and vigor in the technique of 
mass protest that would have won the admiration of a Union 
Square radical, and which is certainly unique in English the- 
atrical annals. In support of the strike, people gave 0-P par- 
ties, an 0-P dance was created, there were parades with 0-P 
banners. Once they were in the theatre, and it was sold out 
for every one of these so-called performances, vocal protests 
were supplemented by every imaginable noise-making device. 
The hapless actors, drowned out from the first instant of the 
play, yet held to their task by a relentless management, 
dodged through their performances, with one eye always 
cocked in the direction of the auditorium for whatever might 
be coming their way. Often enough there was something. For 
three months a stubborn management tried to break up these 
demonstrations by resorting to arrests and hired rough necks j 
or to wear .down the demonstrators by a dogged continuance 
of these performances. But this time the management had en- 
countered a force even more fanatic and stubborn than itself. 
Finally Kemble sensed the uselessness of this conflict and 
surrendered at discretion. On December eighteenth the old 
prices were restored, and amity and accord once more reigned 
where discord and confusion had so long reared their ugly 
heads. 

The period which ensued was quiet and, theatrically, rather 
dull. Yet beneath the placid surface, forces were gathering 
which were to sweep not only the theatre but all of life and 
living into new channels. There have been more changes, and 
more profound changes, in the approximately one hundred 
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and fifty years since the beginning of the nineteenth century, 
than in all the forty or fifty centuries of recorded history prior 
to that date. 

But, although the theatre was to be deeply affected by these 
changes and was, indeed, destined to suffer more from the 
machine age than any of its sister arts, their effect was not 
immediately perceptible. There was the orderly procession of 
plays and players in the patent houses, and the more or less 
bootlegged offerings of the other theatres, whose offerings 
were not legitimatized until the royal patents were revoked in 
1843. There were scattered examples of fine acting, like raisins 
in half pay pudding: George Frederick Cooke, first of what 
might be called the Intuitive School of Acting, which depends 
on the inspiration of the moment and may be either marvel- 
ous or terrible} Edmund Kean (1787-1833), of whom Sam- 
uel Taylor Coleridge wrote “To see Kean play is like reading 
Shakespeare by flashes of lightning,” and who earned a mil- 
lion dollars in his first thirteen years as a star, and who spent 
it all, and more, before his early death} Eliza Vestris (1797- 
1867), first of woman producers on the English stage} and 
William Charles Macready (1793-1873), whose quarrel 
with the American star, Edwin Forrest, precipitated the fatal 
Astor Place riot in New York, in 1849. 

The changes of living and the new stresses and strains they 
imposed were beginning to force themselves upon the atten- 
tion of playwrights, and to pull them away from the transla- 
tions and imitations of the parlor and bedroom drama from 
across the Channel. Since these new dramas were largely con- 
cerned with what were at the time referred to as “social prob- 
lems,” they were called Problem Plays (with voices and eye- 
brows raised for the word “Problem”). But va. The Liars and 
Mrs. Dan^s Defence, Henry Arthur Jones and still more so 
Arthur Wing Pinero vciThe Second. Mrs. Tanqueray and Iris, 
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wrote plays of real emotional depth and characterization. If 
they, and that was particularly applicable to Pinero, fell short 
of the sublimity of Greek tragic writing, it was by the gap 
between the plane of Greek life in the fifth century b. c. and 
Victorian London. It would be difficult, because of the evolu- 
tion in psychology in the last forty years, for a casual reader 
of today to guess the terrific impact of these plays upon the 
emotions of their audiences. 

A somewhat gentler voice raised on behalf of womankind 
was that of Sir James Matthew Barrie, who wrote one of the 
great fairy tales of all time in Peter Pan; charming social 
sketches in The Little Minister and What Every Woman 
Knows j as well as the perennial one-acter, The Twelve Pounds 
Look. 

Where Jones, Pinero, and Barrie were primarily concerned 
with the position of woman in the newly unstable and shift- 
ing economic and social world, Jphn Galsworthy went in for 
more inclusive and still less flattering pictures of modern 
society. What makes the work of the creator of Justice^ Strife, 
The Silver Box, Loyalties, and Escafe so terrible is the way in 
which he has depicted an impersonal society, motivated by no 
particular ill will, and often operating through essentially 
good and kindly men, wasting human resources, casually 
crushing unfortunate individuals who become enmeshed in 
its gears. 

Those who are inclined to be alarmed at the possible sub- 
versive influence of this play or that, may well ponder the 
fact that these excellent dramas did not cause their audiences 
to go forth to destroy, or even to correct a criminally careless 
civilization. 

It is rather harder to place correctly and estimate the work 
of George Bernard Shaw, for he is still very much alive and 
exceedingly vocal. And yet in more than time he belongs to 
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the group of playwrights which thought and worked in pre- 
war days. When he first appeared on the theatrical horizon 
with his bundle of prejudices, his willingness to make a foot- 
ball of generally accepted standards of honor and of romantic 
love, and an apparently never-ceasing flow of brilliant con- 
versation, he looked to be a very considerable fellow indeed. 
And in truth, anyone who could produce Arms and, the Man, 
Candida, Andrades and the Lion, Man and Suferman, Get- 
ting Married, St. Joan, and their companion plays is not a 
negligible person. 

And yet, there was an early promise which he somehow 
never quite fulfilled, a hint of something important he had 
to say, to which he never got around. Perhaps he has lived too 
long for his own best interests, and has said too much. It may 
be that he is the victim of implications read into his work for 
which he is not responsible. But, on the guess of one preju- 
diced and highly fallible commentator, the plays of George 
Bernard Shaw are not likely to grow in stature down the per- 
spective of the years. 

With the plays of these men, and the acting of Henry Irv- 
ing, Ellen Terry, Beerbohm Tree, and others, the English 
theatre was interesting and vital when the first World War 
broke out in 1914. Whatever pretense of “business as usual” 
may have been affected, the war paralyzed the theatre. There 
was too much tension, too much suffering, too much tragedy 
in every home for serious theatre. What was wanted, and all 
that was wanted, was something light. Revue, farce, or melo- 
drama — anything to take the minds of soldiers and their 
families off the business of the morrow. The theatre took its 
place alongside the newspapers, periodicals and books to dis- 
seminate propaganda and to build up and sustain the proper 
morale. 

England came out of the war with a staggering loss in man- 
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power, with an enormous debt, and with the most acute un- 
employment problem the country has ever known. These are 
not factors conducive to theatrical prosperity. And they have 
been further aggravated by the world wide economic strin- 
gency and depression, and by the new competition of motion 
pictures and radio broadcasting. 

Under such unfavorable conditions, the theatre has been 
hard put to it to survive at all, and it has, as has the American 
theatre, been considerably restricted in territory and in influ- 
ence. And yet this crippled theatre produced a really signifi- 
cant play, quite, it seems, by accident. That was the story of 
an infantry company headquarters in a dugout on the western 
front in March, 1918, which R. C. Sheriff wrote for a rowing 
club under the title. Journey’s End. 

Future generations seeing revivals of this clipped, repressed, 
and unpretentious play will appreciate more clearly than 
from reading the stacks of books on the subject, why the 
English army was not crushed by the German drive that 
spring. 

Currently England appears to be working out from under 
the depression. The theatre, however, is still operating on a 
depression basis, and under a depression psychology. The 
next act in its long and splendid drama is still veiled, but 
there is no reason to suppose that there is not another act 
all set behind that curtain. 

CHAPTER IV 
AMERICA 

A Theatre from Abroad, 

The theatre that first came to the United States, or what 
was eventually to be the United States, was a foreign theatre. 
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pure and simple. Not only the players, but the plays in which 
they appeared, the costumes, sets — everything but the theatres 
themselves — ^were imported direct from England. 

Even before the professional theatre got around to visiting 
this wilderness fringe of empire, the colonists had sought to 
relieve the tedium of their simple lives with masques, charades, 
and skits. Authority did not always regard kindly these efforts, 
for even in the royal and more liberal settlements in Virginia, 
the citizens of Accomac who ventured to beguile themselves 
and each other by putting on a playlet entitled Ye Bare and 
Ye Cubby on August 27, 1665, found themselves shortly after- 
wards explaining it to the judge — ^but getting away with it. 

The early history of the American theatre is largely a 
matter of conjecture. Pretty generally the theatre was suspect 
and frowned upon by godly people, and the newspapers and 
journals of the period did not consider its people or their 
movements of sufficient importance to chronicle. In all prob- 
ability the first theatre to be constructed for that purpose 
within what is now the United States, was built at Williams- 
burg, then the capital of Virginia, in 1716. 

But to all practical intents and purposes the history of the 
American theatre begins with the arrival of the Hallam com- 
pany in the early summer of 1752. It was the property of 
William Hallam, proprietor of one of the smaller, non-patent 
London theatres who had been crowded to the wall by com- 
petition. The provinces appeared unpromising, but across the 
seas was virgin territory growing in wealth, with a background 
of attachment to the theatre and — ^well, it was worth a gamble. 

So Hallam got together a company of fifteen players, none 
of whom was a star, but all of whom were pretty good players, 
nevertheless 5 picked up what odds and ends of scenery, cos- 
tumes, and properties were available 5 and shipped them off 
to America under the command of his brother Lewis. 



100 


OUR THEATRE TODAY 


The repertoire consisted largely of Shakespeare and Restora- 
tion dramas, a couple of dozen in all, perhaps. There was 
plenty of time to get them in shape on shipboard during the 
long voyage. 

The Hallam company arrived in Yorktown in June, 1750, 
and proceeded immediately to Williamsburg where its first 
season was inaugurated the following September fifteenth, 
with The Merchant of Venice in a theatre built for an earlier 
company. 

The importance of the Hallams is due to the fact that this 
was the first company to produce standard plays in a pro- 
fessional manner and with a reasonable degree of competence. 

The company played here and there about the country for 
the better part of two years, and then Hallam took it to the 
West Indies, where he died and the company was disbanded. 

There was in the islands at the time a young actor named 
David Douglass, who had left England to seek his fortunes 
in the colonies, or to escape from his misfortunes at home. 
Douglass married Lewis Hallam^s widow, and at once set 
about reassembling the scattered members of the Hallam 
troupe. Whatever his limitations as an actor, Douglass was a 
first class manager, the best the American theatre of that time 
was to know. Under his able and energetic leadership the 
company, known at first as ^^The Company of Comedians 
from London,” and later in deference to the rising tide of 
Americanism as “The American Company,” proceeded to 
open up new theatre territory all up and down the coast. 

It is true that in order to circumvent local prejudices 
Douglass had occasionally to disguise the exact nature of his 
enterprise. When he first played Newport, Rhode Island, in 
1761 (and his was the first professional company to invade 
Puritan New England), Othello was advertised as A Series of 
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Moral Dialogues; and when he retxirned the following season 
he called his theatre a ^^Histrionic Academy” at which ‘dis- 
sertations” were delivered. 

But Rhode Island’s statesmen were not deceived by this 
terminology. And inasmuch as he had simply assumed the 
consent of the local legislators, he had not bothered to ask 
permission. The local authorities were burned up by his atti- 
tude and took it up with the General Assembly of the state. 
That body promptly responded with a statute forbidding 
theatrical productions which, in certain respects, was even more 
drastic than that which had been previously adopted by the 
neighboring Massachusetts Bay Colony. This law remained 
on the statute books of Rhode Island until 1798. 

All these productions, and the actors who appeared in them, 
were British. It was not until 1767, when the American Com- 
pany presented The Prince of Parthia^ by Thomas Godfrey, 
Jr., at the Southwark Theatre, Philadelphia, that an Ameri- 
can playwright received a professional presentation, and the 
first native born American actor of record, a man named 
Goodman, made his debut in the same company in Phila- 
delphia in the following year. 

This distinctly British tinge made things go hard with the 
theatre when the War for Independence broke out. One of 
the first measures adopted by the Continental Congress which 
convened in Philadelphia in October, 1774, was a recom- 
mendation to discontinue “expensive diversions and entertain- 
ments.” And in truth there was little professional activity to 
discourage. Most of the actors either were drawn into the 
service, or drifted back to the West Indies. 

What theatre remained was almost wholly amateur and 
was largely due to the activities of British officers in garrison. 
Generals Burgoyne, Clinton, and Howe all included the man- 
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agement of such companies in the routine of their administra- 
tive duties, with General Clinton’s troupe being given the 
edge on its rivals by contemporary critics. 

Even before the formal cessation of hostilities, in 1787, 
theatrical production was once more under way. The prej- 
udices of war time were still operative, however, and it was 
often necessary to assume protective camouflage. Philadel- 
phia’s Southwark Theatre had to be renamed “The Opera 
House, Southwark,” forerunner of a long line of Opera 
Houses. There musical comedies could be presented as 
“operas” under the bland assumption that, of course, operas 
were all right. Hamlet was described as “a moral and in- 
structive Tale as exemplified in the History of the Prince 
of Denmark”} and The School for Scandal coyly appeared as 
“A Comic Lecture in five parts, on the Pernicious Vice of 
Scandal.” 

The American Company was reorganized in 1785? under 
the joint management of John Henry and Lewis Hallam, Jr., 
and quickly asserted its supremacy. It was so far the best 
company in the American Theatre that none was able to 
compete with it successfully. Whenever the American Com- 
pany came into a town, its rivals folded up and moved on. 
Not until internal dissension and financial quarrels disrupted 
this organization, did any other company stand a chance at 
playing day and date with it. 

Up to this time all the companies, big and small, good and 
bad, had been cooperative repertory organizations. They 
were, or aimed to be, permanent companies presenting a 
repertory of plays, from the receipts of which the operating 
expenses were paid. In any surplus which remained at the 
end of the season, assuming that there was a surplus, the 
actors all shared fro rata. If the manager was also an actor. 
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he might receive a share for each of his contributions. In 
Hallam’s original company, for instance, eighteen shares were 
established. Each of the twelve adult actors, including Hal- 
1 am, himself, received one share. Hallam, in addition, was 
voted two full shares more — one for his services in a mana- 
gerial capacity and the other for those of his children. The 
remaining four shares -were assigned to the property. 

This system was possible only in a company which was 
making money. Bad business was certain to be followed by 
bad feeling. Under adverse conditions it was extremely diffi- 
cult to maintain reasonable discipline} morale was simply 
shot to pieces. 

And so, from about the, time of the dissolution of the Ameri- 
can Company, in 1792, managers began to engage their actors 
on a salary basis, takmg any risks implicit in production — and 
the profits, too. 

In addition to their salary there was one graft to which 
actors were entitled that helped to keep them in line. Each 
of the principal members of the company was entitled to one 
or more benefits during the season. Pretty generally he was 
allowed to select the play — one, of course, in which he ap- 
peared to advantage — and, in the beginning, he was entitled 
to the gross receipts of the performance. But it was not long 
before the managers were holding out the actual operating 
expenses. 

Whatever the arrangement, it was up to the actor to get as 
many people as possible into the house for his benefit, and he 
could usually be depended on to drum up all the trade he 
could. People took their theatre pretty seriously in those days, 
and so a benefit performance might be made the occasion for 
a demonstration in favor of one actor or against another, 
which stopped little short of actual rioting. It might be flowers 
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and a mob waiting to pull the actor’s carriage to his hotel} or 
it might be boos, rotten eggs, and the police to see that he 
got home all in one piece. 


THE STARS IN THEIR COURSES DISCOVER THE ROAD 

Until well past the Revolutionary War, the theatre had 
stuck pretty closely to the fringe of settlements along the 
Atlantic Coast. But as the swelling tide of the new country 
pressed against the barrier of the Appalachians and began to 
trickle down the western slopes, the theatre rode upon it. 
None of the first class companies was involved in these first 
migrations} but little groups of the lesser players, unable to 
compete with the better companies, or possessed of the rest- 
less, pioneering spirit of the time, went along with the west- 
ward tide. 

They went as everybody else did — ^by wagon and boat if 
they could afford it, on horseback and afoot if they could 
not. Their fare and accommodations were those of any other 
emigrants on the trail, and so were the conditions under 
' which they practiced their art in the rude frontier outposts of 
Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, Chicago, St. Louis, Nashville, and the 
considerably more civilized New Orleans. No difficulties of 
terrain were too great to be overcome, no conditions of play- 
ing too primitive. If people who might, serve as audiences had 
gone there first, the theatre went after them. It followed the 
Mormons out into the Great American Desert} and when the 
discovery of gold drew thousands to the Pacific Coast, about 
the middle of the nineteenth century, the theatre was waiting 
for the miners when they came up from their shafts or back 
from panning the streams. 

As transportation facilities were developed, the better class 
of players followed in their wake. George Frederick Cooke, 
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Edmund Kean, and Charles Kemble never left the Atlantic 
Coastal Plain j but by 1828 Junius Brutus Booth was playing 
in New Orleans; in 1843 William Charles Macready got as 
far west as St. Louis. 

These were all foreign stars- who made American tours 
almost as they would embark on tours of the English provinces. 
The first native born American star was Edwin Forrest 
(1806-1872) and the first actress to deserve that appellation 
was Charlotte Cushman (1816-1876). 

The rise of Forrest and the incipient pride in his nationality 
precipitated the first demonstration of feeling against alien 
actors. On one of Forrest’s visits to England he was hissed 
during a performance in London, and his admirers believed 
that it was at the instigation of Macready. They resolved to 
even the score at the first opportunity. 

That was vouchsafed them in May, 1 849, when Macready 
came to America for what he had expected to be his farewell 
tour, after which he planned to retire from the theatre and 
settle near Cambridge, Massachusetts. He was announced to 
open in Macbeth at the Astor Place Opera House, New York, 
on the evening of May 10, 1849. 

It was not a particularly fortunate time or place for the 
appearance of an English star. The relations between Great 
Britain and the United States were strained at the time over 
boundary disputes and economic questions; the Know Nothing 
Party, grounded in opposition to all foreigners, was at the 
height of its power in New York, and to many New Yorkers 
anything British was anathema. It was not hard to stir the 
mob spirit into active life. 

As the performance got under way, the mob bore down 
on the Astor Place Opera House to break up the show. Those 
who managed to force their way into the Opera Hoxxse were 
thrown out by the police, but the mob rapidly swelled to such 



io6 OUR THEATRE TODAY 

proportions that it was evident the police would not be able 
to control the situation. Fearful of just such an occurrence, the 
Seventh Regiment of the New York National Guard had 
been held under arms and was ordered to the scene. But the 
presence of soldiers merely inflamed the mob. After the 
guardsmen had endured for some time a barrage of paving 
stones, brickbats, and an3/thing that could be hurled, the order 
was finally given to fire. Before the encounter ended, thirty- 
four rioters had received wounds from which they subse- 
quently died, and many more had been wounded less seriously. 
Nor had the militia escaped unscathed. One hundred and 
forty-one of their number had been injured more or less 
seriously, and the theatre had received considerable damage. 

The performance had been abruptly terminated by the riot- 
ing, and Macready was smuggled out of the theatre to the 
seclusion of a private home. Two days later he proceeded 
secretly to Boston whence he sailed immediately for England. 
Cambridge saw him no more, nor did any other place in 
America. 

The peregrinations of these and other stars profoundly 
affected the existing structure of the theatre. Where the early 
stars had brought their own companies in a repertory of the 
classics, from 1820 it was increasingly customary for the star 
to travel by himself, visiting in turn the resident stock com- 
panies for brief engagements in the parts for which he was 
famous. 

As long as the number of stars was comparatively small and 
was confined to actors of extraordinary merit, the plan was 
not without its benefits to all concerned. The stars found 
themselves relieved of managerial routine and many mana- 
gerial expenses, and could concentrate on their performances. 
They were generally much more highly paid than the mem- 
bers of the resident companies. But the managements could 
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afford this, for stars drew better houses. The actors in the 
supporting casts had the opportunity of learning from the best 
in their business. And the audiences saw the finest actors of 
the day in all the great roles of the theatre. 

If there had only been a balance wheel to regulate the 
number of stars and pass on the qualifications of applicants, 
the system might have enjoyed a much longer run. But the 
fact that stardom was so pleasant and lucrative was its un- 
doing. Stars multiplied out of all proportion and indeed out 
of all reason. 

But once accustomed to stars, the public had no use for 
companies which did not furnish them. The managers, now 
feeling that stars were their only salvation, began to scramble 
for them and to bid up their services to a point where even 
crowded houses might leave the management in the red be- 
cause of the percentage accorded the star. 

There was only one place where the manager could cut 
down, and that was on the salaries of the members of the 
resident company. Able actors, were replaced by those whose 
primary recommendation was that they could be obtained 
cheaply. Inevitably the standards of production and perform- 
ance were lowered, and the public which at first would not 
support good stock companies without stars, now turned its 
back entirely on poor companies. Without stars and more stars 
the managers were sunk. Even with them, the stock system 
suffered a decline which practically pointed to eventual ex- 
tinction. 

Everybody in the theatre, except the stars, found the going 
harder as the resident stock system hit the skids. Members of 
the supporting casts below the rank of stars found fewer good 
companies offering engagements. Salaries were bad and get- 
ting worse, and the standard of acting was dropping in an 
alarming manner. That was due not only to the xmfortunate 
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financial situation, but to the attitude of the stars themselves. 
Desiring to shine as brightly as possible, they did not en- 
courage competition from their support. The best that a stock 
actor could do was to make himself and his part as incon- 
spicuous as possible while a star was on the horizon. 

Eventually the stock companies in the smaller towns be- 
came so bad that they could not furnish even adequate support 
to the best players. But the stars, concerned only with their 
own personal interests, and lacking an intelligent selfishness 
In the welfare of their locah representatives, did nothing to 
help the resident companies. It was not, as a matter of fact, 
anything that one or even a few of them could have done. 
Nothing short of a Stars’ Protective Association and a theat- 
rical code of fair practices would have sufficed, and to the 
individualists of the day nothing would have seemed less 
feasible or desirable. 

Something had to be done about the support, in certain of 
the more important roles, however; the resident companies 
were getting too terrible to be depended on. And so the stars 
began to take one or two players with them for the more 
important roles, leaving only the minor parts to the local 
players. This practice may have helped solve the immediate 
problem of the stars, but it was only another headache for 
the resident stock companies. Except for a few companies in 
the larger cities, resident stock companies practically passed 
out of the picture. 

But that does not mean that the theatre had been killed, 
only that a new form of theatre had superseded that which had 
prevailed. From the practice of carrying a couple of im- 
portant players along, it was a simple and easy step to organiz- 
ing a whole company for a tour. With his own company, a 
star could have the precise support he might desire, much 
better costumes, scenery, and properties than he might expect 
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to find in impoverished local companies and, by adding his 
own stage hands and, probably, the nucleus of an orchestra, he 
was completely independent of the local situation. Of course 
the star, once more an actor-manager, had the old problem of 
finances back in his lap again, but the very fact that he ac- 
cepted it so willingly is proof that to his mind the advantages 
outweighed the penalties. 

Since the stars had been accustomed to playing several roles, 
these first combination companies were repertory organiza- 
tions. Gradually it became customary for a star to concentrate 
on one play for which the company was organized specifically, 
and which would be played for the entire season or, if there 
were sufficient bookings, for several seasons. 

In the first years of this system the local managers re- 
tained their houses, and some of them continued desultory 
activities in the intervals between the stands of the visiting 
companies. But public support was less and less given to such 
efforts, and one after another they gave up the attempt and 
pretty generally confined themselves to the management of 
their theatres, becoming not theatrical operators so much as 
theatrical landlords. 

These economic shifts were gradual and did not proceed on 
any orderly plan. At any given moment it would not have 
been possible to say that one system had been replaced by an- 
other. But, in general, the resident stock system was in force 
prior to 18 20 5 the stock star system was at its height between 
1820 and i860, and from that time declined before the im- 
petus of the traveling combination company, until by 1890 the 
star on a solo tour was a thing of the past, largely because 
there were no more companies for him to visit. 

Who was personally responsible for the innovation is a 
matter of some dispute. Both Dion Boucicault and Joseph 
Jefferson laid claim to any honor that might be involved, 
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and both were pioneers in it, unquestionably. The economics 
of the situation was probably more the determining factor 
than any person, and these two, and any other managers who 
may have attempted the’ same solution at this time, were 
simply quicker to sense the change than their fellows. 

The development of transportation facilities had played an 
important part in the transition. As long as travel was slow and 
difEcult, permanent organizations maintaining independent 
existence in their own bailiwicks were quite in order. The rail- 
roads were the solvent which liquidated this isolation. In 
1849 there were still less than six thousand miles of railroad 
in the United States. By the end of i860 they had grown to 
nearly thirty-one thousand. As late as 1850 there was no 
direct rail connection between New York and either Boston 
or Albany. Ten years later the railroads stretched from New 
York to the Mississippi and were reaching out across the 
plains. 

The emphasis in these periods and well into the reign of 
the traveling combination company was all on the player. It 
was an era of virtuoso acting which was probably better in 
retrospect than at the moment. There were giants such as 
Edwin Booth — and those still alive who saw him are con- 
vinced that no greater actor ever trod the boards of any 
theatre — ^and there were Edwin Forrest, John McCuUough, 
Joseph Jefferson, and Charlotte Cushman. But aside from the 
top ranking players and a few of the metropolitan stock com- 
panies, the general level of acting was no better than it is 
today, and in all probability was not so good. 

Native playwrights hardly entered the picture at all. They 
had no protection from copyright laws and, aside from oc- 
casional competitions announced by stars in need of plays, 
received little encouragement from the managers. John How- 
ard Payne, best remembered for Home, Sweet Home and 
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other songSj one of the best and most prolific of American 
dramatists in the early part of the nineteenth century, made 
what little money he got from his plays from occasional bene- 
fits. It was vaguely supposed to be customary for the author 
to be given a benefit on the third night of his play’s presenta- 
tion, but there was no organization to enforce the observance 
of this rule, which was disregarded at least as often as it was 
observed. And any time the manager felt it was too burden- 
some, he could avoid it by the simple expedient of not giving 
a third performance of the play. But as long as any play was 
available for the mere cost of a printed copy, royalties were 
not an item to bother a manager. Even as late as 1886, A. M. 
Palmer, an important New York manager, was boasting: 

^Tt has never been my habit to use any author’s work with- 
out compensating him, and if I had the money I had paid in 
my time to authors and their representatives, it would amount 
to a very tidy sum — all I would want to live on for the rest 
of my days.” 

But then Mr. Palmer may have been a man of singularly 
simple and easily satisfied wants, for his offer to W. S. Gilbert 
for the rights to a run of Engaged was twenty dollars a per- 
formance. 

So American authorship languished and the repertory of 
practically every company was composed of the classics sup- 
plemented by a few standard contemporary foreign plays. 


THE EMPIRE OF THE SYNDICATE 

Quite unsuspected, even by those who were in the thick 
of things, a new factor was forming which .was to change the 
whole aspect of the American theatre. On one hand were a 
nuhaber of theatres that had been divorced from their resi- 
dent companies, and on the other were a lot of homeless 
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traveling combination companies. Now a theatre without 
actors is nothing at all. It is less than that, because it cannot, as 
a rule, be used for anything else. And despite eulogists to the 
contrary, a company without a theatre in which to play is 
not much better off. Something simply had to be done to bring 
them together and to assure at least a semblance of order and 
public decency. 

At first this was accomplished in an unbelievably casual 
and haphazard fashion. New York City had by that time 
overcome the cities which had been its rivals for the theatre, 
and was then, as it is now, the theatrical capital of the country, 
and Union Square was the theatre’s Rialto. During the brief 
weeks between the middle of June and the first of September, 
its sidewalks, park benches, and the hotel lobbies, bedrooms 
and bars which were adjacent to them swarmed with actors, 
authors, agents, producers, and theatre managers, all intent 
on making the vital arrangements which were to care for their 
needs during the next thirty or forty weeks. 

Everybody rushed around seeking the most desirable con- 
tacts and avoiding all others until forced to their consideration. 
In an atmosphere of bustle and bluff, on scraps of paper or 
mere handsha^:es, between drinks and mental reservations, 
the business of the theatre got itself attended to with a 
minimum of ceremony and efficiency. 

The wonder is that this crude system, or lack of system, by 
means of which plays, players, and audiences were brought to- 
gether, worked at all. In the majority of cases it did work, 
else the theatre would have broken down altogether. The 
imjjortant producers and theatres got along well enough. But 
the one night stands had a pretty tough time. They were 
always the last booked, and those bookings were accepted with 
the definite reservation that they would be observed only in 
case nothing better turned up. Aware of that probability, the 
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one night stand manager contracted for more productions than 
he could possibly have played. But he felt tolerably sure that 
many of the attractions booked would probably fail to turn 
up. If it seemed likely that two would arrive simultaneously, 
some sort of arrangement could probably be made to delay 
one or speed up the other. If the worst came to the worst, 
and both landed in town together and neither of them would 
give way, a sort of theatrical double header might be managed. 

Even with the best intentions and the most scrupulous care 
there were bound to be conflicting engagements, open dates, 
long jumps, and worthless stands for the companies, and dark 
periods for the houses, simply because the job of routing two 
hundred and fifty companies into five thousand theatres in 
thirty-five hundred cities, which was the extent of the theatre 
by 1880, was an impossibility without adequate machinery. 

In self-protection these theatres began to form mutual 
alliances for defense and offense. Little groups of theatres in 
contiguous territory got together and agreed on the terms 
they would offer toxiring attractions; on their routing through 
the territory; on the principle that if one of them was mis- 
treated, all would refuse to have anything further to do with 
the offender. They found that by so doing they could get 
better attractions, on better terms and with much less trouble 
and expense. And since managers of touring attractions could 
now book several weeks in two or three transactions Instead 
of having to negotiate time and terms with a whole flock of 
individual theatre owners, they raised no serious objections 
to this system. 

But as the theatres began to crystallize into circuits, and the 
producing interests to consolidate in New York and a few 
other centers, the gap between theatres desiring attractions, 
and attractions seeking opportunities to play yawned wider 
than ever. So, aU during this period, there were also evolving 
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a number of booking ofEces. In its essentials a booking office 
is nothing more than an employment agency. The client is the 
theatre, and the labor which is recruited is a theatrical com- 
pany rather than an individual actor. Originally the business 
was done on a lump sum basis. For a fixed fee, ranging be- 
tween twenty-five dollars and two hundred and fifty dollars a 
year, the booking office undertook to supply the theatre with 
suitable attractions during its season. But this was a clumsy 
arrangement, at best, and before long it was shelved in favor 
of a percentage of the theatre’s receipts. 

Throughout the entire country the era of pioneering was 
drawing to a close. The frontiers had been reached, and be- 
hind them the country was filling up. The multitude of small, 
independent, competing business men was beginning to be 
liquidated and replaced by combinations of big businesses. 
The trusts were not creatures of the theatre, but they were 
happening all around it 5 they were in the air, and the theatre 
could no more have hoped to escape their infection than a 
class in a school invaded by an epidemic of measles. 

The theatre trust which emerged from the confusion of 
productions, circuits, and booking offices was known as the 
Theatrical Syndicate, and in its day was one of the tightest 
knit and highest geared of all of them. It was organized on 
August 31, 1896, by a combination of three existing partner- 
ships. 

Briefly, the aim of the Syndicate was the control of the 
legitimate theatre of the entire country through the control 
of its bookings. To get any Syndicate bookings, a theatre had 
to hand over the control of its policies to the Syndicate’s book- 
ing oflicej to obtain a route through Syndicate territory, a 
production had to deliver itself into the hands of that same 
booking office. 

But the Syndicate was in a position to deliver the goods to 
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those who were thus required to meet its terms. No other 
combination in the theatre could match the resources of its 
three partnerships. Klaw and Erlanger held the keys to any 
route through the South; Nixon and Zimmerman owned most 
of the important theatres in Philadelphia and had, to boot, a 
string of houses out through Pennsylvania and Ohio; Hayman 
and Frohman exercised an almost monopolistic control of the 
country west of the Mississippi. In addition, Charles Frohman 
was the most important producer in the country and, through 
his brother Daniel, afforded the Syndicate access to the pro- 
ductions of the Lyceum Stock Company, last and one of the 
greatest of the resident stock companies. 

As the Syndicate lined up theatres and attractions, it grew 
like a snowball rolling downhill. When the first five' year 
agreement drew to a close and a second was under negotiation, 
the number of theatres it controlled had risen from thirty- 
three to about sixty-five. At the height of its power the 
Syndicate controlled the bookings of more than seven hundred 
theatres. Now it is true that this is only a minor fraction of 
the total number of theatres available. What it represented, 
however, was practically every first class theatre in the coun- 
try. It meant that any production which aspired to a tour of 
the leading theatres had to come to the Syndicate to get it. 
Conversely it implied that any theatre which wanted first class 
attractions could also be found on Klaw and Erlanger’s door- 
step. 

The Syndicate was efficient. It eliminated a lot of wasteful 
competition. It straightened out a number of the worst book- 
ing tangles. It instituted a measure of order and discipline 
badly needed. In general the business side of the theatre was 
placed on a better basis. 

But the Syndicate was not only a harsh and arbitrary master; 
it was also a capricious and selfish one. Ostensibly it was the 



ii6 OUR THEATRE TODAY 

agent of the theatre and charged the theatre a fixed sum or 
percentage. In actual practice the Syndicate sometimes charged 
both the theatre and production for this service 5 and the 
charge, instead of being standard, varied considerably, run- 
ning sometimes as high as one-third to one-half of the net 
profits. Nor was this the worst feature of its practices. The 
firms which composed the Syndicate were also producers and 
theatre owners. As such they used the considerable power of 
their organization to further their own interests at the ex- 
pense of their other clients. Productions and houses owned by 
Syndicate members,, or in which they had an interest, got the 
best routes and bookings. The others got what was left over 
and paid handsomely, even exorbitantly, for it. 

Owing to its peculiar construction the Syndicate could and 
often did say it never demanded or got a nickel for its services 
from the producer, author, or star. And neither it did. But 
the individuals and partnerships which composed it did re- 
ceive such tribute. And the tribute was paid because the whole 
power of the Syndicate was brought to bear on anyone refus- 
ing such payment. 

These harsh tactics soon provoked a revolt which, however, 
came not from the producing managers or the theatres, but 
from a group of actor-managers who rebelled at surrendering 
their bookings to Klaw and Erlanger, the Syndicate's bookers. 
The rebels included Joseph Jefferson, Richard Mansfield, 
Fanny Davenport, Nat Goodwin, James O’Neill, Minnie 
Maddern Fiske and her husband Harrison Grey Fiske, David 
Belasco, and Francis Wilson. Early in 1898 they got together 
and swore not to book through the Syndicate for the season of 
1898-9. Each agreed to put up a forfeit of five thousand dol- 
lars to guarantee his observance of the agreement. 

These stars did not have anything in common except their 
opposition to the Syndicate’s demands. They did not even have 
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a common name for their group. The Syndicate went to work 
on this common interest. To the most valuable, or those least 
grounded in opposition, it held out the bait of increased per- 
centages and other concessions, and they capitulated. Having 
broken the backbone of the movement by this stroke, the 
Syndicate blacklisted the others and then proceeded to for- 
get about them. After they had campaigned a while in the 
second and third rate opera houses and town halls, or even 
under canvas, they were willing to admit they had had enough. 

They had not all had the fight knocked out of them, how- 
ever. A second revolt, in 1902, was again headed by the 
Fiskes, who, this time, were joined by Maurice Campbell and 
his wife, Henrietta Crosman, by James K. Hackett, and by 
Weber and Fields, then just laimching their producing career. 
But the factor which made their organization, the Independent 
Booking Office, really dangerous was the chain of popular 
priced theatres operated by Stair and Havlin. 

Once more the Syndicate sensed the real heart of the op- 
position and aimed its attack at this vulnerable spot. Stair and 
Havlin were approached and offered control of the popular 
priced field in all the important cities of the country and the 
assurance of a flow of productions suitable for these theatres, 
if the firm would withdraw from the Independent Booking 
Office. This offer was accepted and since, at the same time, 
Weber and Fields surrendered their theatres to Stair and 
Havlin, this defection wrecked the rebels. By the time the 
season of 1904-5 rolled around, all except the irreconcilable 
Fiskes were back in the fold nursing their wounds. 

AND THERE WERE SHUBERTS 

But at the very moment when the Syndicate seemed to 
have crushed every vestige of opposition, it faced the chal- 
lenge which ultimately broke its grip on the country’s theatre. 
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Sam S. Shubert, eldest of the three Shubert brothers, of 
Syracuse, New York, got into the theatre early. At eight years 
of age he sold newspapers by day, and candy, programs, and 
souvenirs at the Syracuse Grand Opera House at night. 
Shortly he was an usher. But he was too good a man to be 
kept down, and he was promoted to be assistant treasurer as 
a grizzled theatre veteran of ten. 

A year later, through the good offices of a friend, he be- 
came treasurer of the Wieting Opera House, Syracuse’s first 
class theatre, still so small that he had to stand on a box when 
he handled the ticket window. 

In 1894, at the age of sixteen he became a manager, taking 
over the road rights of Charles H. Hoyt’s A Texas Steer and 
displaying considerable managerial skill in the conduct of its 
tour throughout the coirntry. As his interests and holdings ex- 
panded, he took into partnership his two brothers, Lee and 
J. J., and the three set out to carve a kingdom of their own 
from the Syndicate Empire. 

Their first attempts were confined to familiar territory. 
Beginning with the Opera House in Utica, they spread out 
into the surrounding cities. By 1900 they had established 
themselves sufficiently to justify the invasion of New York. 
There they made their debut in the theatrical big league by 
taking over the Herald Square Theatre. 

At first their relations with the Syndicate were entirely 
amicable. They played ball with it, booking their productions 
through Klaw and Erlanger and taking into their theatres 
what productions were assigned them by that office. But the 
rapidity with which they blossomed and embarked not only 
on producing activities, but also in the building of theatres 
during the next three or four years alarmed the Syndicate. 
And so it was decided to put the brakes on this ambitious and 
enterprising young firm. 
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As a preliminary measure the Syndicate served notice on 
the Shuberts that if they wished to remain clients, they must 
agree not to expand their producing activities or acquire any 
more theatres. 

In the struggle that ensued, the Shuberts were technically 
the aggressors. Not only did they proceed with the construc- 
tion of the Garrick Theatre in St. Louis, but they refused to 
book one of the Klaw and Erlanger productions in their thea- 
tres. But whatever the immediate cause, war was so inevitable 
that if it had not come then and in that way, it would surely 
have come eventually. The real reason was that there was no 
longer room in the theatre as then constituted for both the 
Syndicate and the Shuberts. 

While affairs were still in the stage of ultimata and other 
diplomatic preliminaries, the brilliant career of Sam Shubert 
was brought to an end in a railway accident, in May, 1905. 
Since his journey had been undertaken on business connected 
with an alliance against the Syndicate, it has always been 
understood that his brothers held the Syndicate responsible 
for it, and no small part of the bitterness and relentlessness 
with which that warfare was waged was credited to that feel- 
ing. 

Before his death Sam Shubert had approached David 
Belasco, then both a theatrical and legal opponent of the 
Syndicate. After his death his brothers pushed the alliance 
with Belasco to a consummation and also established an under- 
standing with the Fiskes. Never a formal agreement, it was 
nevertheless definitely understood that all three were to play 
each other^s theatres and attractions and also that the Shuberts 
would accept bookings from any other independent managers, 
whether or not they played Syndicate theatres at other times. 

This policy of the “Open Door” adopted from the ex- 
pressed policy of the United States in the Far East, which 
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was then very much to the fore because of President Theo- 
dore Roosevelt’s settlement of the w^ar between Russia and 
Japan in the summer of that year, was radically different from 
the Syndicate’s exclusive policy. It was the heart of the Shubert 
propaganda in the years that followed. And increasingly, as 
this struggle progressed, propaganda assumed an importance 
never before reached in any industrial warfare. 

Once these heretical alliances were out in the open and war 
formally declared in July, 1905, the Syndicate set in motion 
the machine which had crushed all former revolts. Not a first 
class theatre in the country, aside from the few controlled by 
the rebels themselves, was available to their productions or to 
any managers who had the temerity to join them. 

But the Shuberts had no mind to play the game with 
Syndicate rules. If there were no first class theatres for them, 
they would go out and build them. Of course they did not 
have sufficient money to embark upon such a campaign them- 
selves, but by this time they had demonstrated sufficient 
ability to enlist the support of men who had. Their first string 
of theatres was built with money lent by a group of Cin- 
cinnati financiers including George B. Cox, Max Anderson, 
and Congressman Joseph L. Rhinock. 

Once more their tactics were at variance with the Syndicate, 
which had never invested its own money in theatres to any 
appreciable extent. It had always preferred to let somebody 
else build the theatres and then acquire control of their policies. 
But the force of necessity provided the Shuberts with a string 
of theatres newer and better equipped than those controlled 
by their enemies. 

With these and their own theatres, the Shuberts and their 
allies in the Open Door Campaign had about thirty theatres 
available for the season of 1905-1906. But they had managed 
to line up a group of stars which included Sarah Bernhardt, 
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Ada Rehan, David Warfield, Minnie Maddern Fiske, Mrs* 
Leslie Carter, Blanche Bates, Bertha Kalich, Jefferson De 
Angelis, De Wolf Hopper, Eddie Foy, Henry Miller, and 
Margaret Anglin. 

At the end of their- first season the Shuberts could claim 
not only that they had resisted all efforts of the Syndicate 
to put them out of business, but also that they had made con- 
siderable progress despite the effort. Their original thirty 
theatres had grown to about fifty, and they felt strong enough 
to carry the fight to the enemy. 

For their next season’s enterprises the Shuberts lured from 
the Syndicate such stars as Mrs. Pat Campbell, Cyril Maude, 
Arnold Daly, Louis Mann, Cyril Scott, Julia Sanderson, and 
Henry E. Dixey. And they went out for more theatres, build- 
ing up their circuit to fifty-nine. 

That circuit was still far short of the Syndicate, both in 
size and variety. It had nothing like the chain of one night 
stands which the Syndicate could offer, but its power was 
growing, and nothing the Syndicate could do, and it did every- 
thing it could, was able to stop the steady stream of defections 
both in theatres and players from its ranks to those of the 
Shuberts. 

This furious struggle which, with intervals, lasted for nearly 
fifteen years, presented a golden opportunity to the actors of 
the country which, if they had only realized it or been pre- 
pared to take advantage of it, would have saved them much 
of the terrific effort which they were forced to make later. 
For the rule of the Syndicate had imposed real hardships on 
the players. Its control of theatres and productions enabled it 
to say what actors would appear in any given cast and on what 
terms. The functions of playing and management which, in 
earlier days, had been generally intertwined, now became 
separate, and a whole new generation of managers arose who 
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were primarily business men, unacquainted with and without 
much sympathy for the traditions of the stage and the 
privileges enjoyed by the actor under them. 

The business advances under the Syndicate rule were all in 
favor of the management. The actor, so long considered the 
backbone of the theatre, was now given the least consideration 
of all the factors concerned in the production of a play. 

The theatre has always been something of a gamble, and 
those who work in it are prone to be gamblers. Probably there 
will always be an element of chance-taking in its operation. But 
from the time the Syndicate established its dominance, the 
actors in their relations to the managers had had to gamble 
with loaded dice — and the dice belonged to the managers. 

Concessions made by actors when conditions were other- 
wise were now taken as a matter of course in all contracts, 
and there evolved a body of new theatrical customs, which was 
all in the management’s favor. 

About the same time the Syndicate was formed, the Actors’ 
Society of America was organized to protect its members from 
unscrupulous managers. But the Syndicate grew so much more 
quickly and became so nearly omnipotent that the Actors’ 
Society never had a chance to get started. 

The challenge of the Shuberts was an opportunity which 
the Actors’ Society might very well have capitalized. The 
Shuberts were so desperate for every possible foothold that 
they must have been willing to grant concessions to almost 
any extent that might have been demanded, in return for the 
assurance of the solid support of the Society’s members. And 
the Syndicate was so sorely beset that it could not have re- 
fused similar terms. 

But the Actors’ Society did not lift a voice or a hand during 
this titanic struggle, and the work for the actors all had to be 
done later and at terrible cost. 
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There now ensued one of those curious and baffling truces 
with which the history of this conflict is dotted. Why, when 
locked in a death struggle for each other’s throats, the Syn- 
dicate and the Shuberts should suddenly draw apart and 
join hands in the establishment of a vaudeville circuit is 
something they may be able to explain though they never 
have. 

But at any rate in 1907 that is exactly what they did. 
In April of that year the United States Amusement Company 
was incorporated to present ^^Advanced Vaudeville.” Its of- 
ficers were A. L, Erlanger, President j Lee Shubert, Vice 
President j Marc Klaw, Treasurer 5 and J. P. McGovern, 
Secretary. Erlanger, Shubert, and Klaw constituted the Execu- 
tive Committee and also served on the Board of Directors 
along with A 1 Hayman, J. J. Shubert, George B. Cox, Joseph 
L. Rhinock, Moses Reis, and Conover English. It was a pretty 
complete intermarriage of the two organizations. And Klaw 
and Erlanger were to do the booking! It must have been a 
terrific shock to the Fiskes, Belasco, and the others who had 
counted on the undying animosity between the Shuberts and 
the Syndicate to find them all contentedly feeding out of the 
same trough. 

In staging an incursion into vaudeville, these managers 
were undertaking more than they had reckoned, however. 
For vaudeville, then a rich field, was as highly organized and 
as efficiently administered by as bold and ruthless a group as 
their own. B. F. Keith, E. F, Albee, F. F. Proctor, B. S. Moss, 
and Martin Beck were not the men to sit back and watch some- 
one else step in and take advantage of conditions createci by 
their efforts. In October, the United Booking Ofiice, for the 
Keith-Orpheum interests, announced the organization of a 
circuit of thirty legitimate theatres. 

The United Booking Ofiice may have had this circmt up 
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its sleeve, or it may have been talking through its hat. It never 
was called on to back up its announcement. Though the United 
States Amusement Company had actually opened nineteen of 
its projected chain of theatres, and had signed up such stars 
as Harry Lauder and Vesta Victoria, it had been operating at 
a loss. The legitimate theatre managers were moving in a 
milieu which was foreign to them, the problems of which were 
strange, and they had found vaudeville only a headache. They 
were happy enough to receive an offer which would permit 
their graceful withdrawal from the field. 

So it was not hard to arrive at terms. The United States 
Amusement Company agreed to dissolve its organization and 
its principals promised not to engage in any similar attempt 
for the space of fifteen years. In return for these promises the 
United Booking Office handed over two hundred and fifty 
thousand dollars, took over all current contracts of vaude- 
ville artists from the legitimate group, and dropped all plans 
for a legitimate circuit of its own at whatever stage had been 
reached. “Advanced Vaudeville” was washed up in January, 
1908, although the final formalities were not concluded for 
another year and a half. 

With its end, the Shuberts recovered the theatres they had 
contributed to the pool and went on about their legitimate 
business, ostensibly on the best of terms with their late allies. 
But it cannot be supposed that the vaudeville failxxre had been 
without strain, nor could the Syndicate ever reconcile itself 
to the way in which the Shuberts continued to pick up theatres 
and expand their activities. 

The quarrel flared up again shortly after the Shuberts’ 
agreement with the United States Amusement Company, 
terminated on May i, 1909. The fight which followed was the 
most bitter and desperate of all the series of wars. Managers, 
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stars, and circuits were won and lost, rewon and again lost. 
Belasco and the Fiskes, after years of opposition to the Syndi- 
cate, found themselves forced to choose between two organiza- 
tions almost similar in aims and methods, and went back to 
the Syndicate. For as they drew even with the Syndicate, it 
became more and more apparent that when the Shuberts had 
demanded an Open Door, they had meant an open door for 
themselves and their productions and that there were now, in 
effect, two Syndicates with one or the other of which everyone 
in the theatre must be affiliated. 

Still handicapped by their lack of one night stands, the 
Shuberts shifted their emphasis from theatres to productions 
and at last acquired so many productions and stars that the 
Syndicate could not adequately supply the one night stands. 
When these latter learned that the Shuberts had the attrac- 
tions, they were not long in renouncing their allegiance to the 
Syndicate. Early in 1910 the exodus began, and by the middle 
of that season a considerable number of them had slipped 
from the Syndicate’s fingers. 

The Syndicate was frantic. It pleaded and threatened, it 
offered better terms, it sent Marc Klaw on a good will tour 
of the country, but the one night stands, singly and in groups, 
slid from the Syndicate’s ranks and disappeared over the 
horizon In the direction of the Open Door. 

And with their going the Syndicate definitely lost its grip 
on the country’s theatre. When peace was finally patched up, 
in 1913, it was between two equals content to hold for the 
time the balance of power. 

By that time the Syndicate agreement was in its last period. 
When it expired, on August 31, 1916, after twenty years of 
existence, Nixon and Zimmerman had dissolved their partner- 
ship, and were out of the theatre5 Frohman had gone down 
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on the Lusitania, in May, 19155 Hayman had retired and was 
nearing the end of his span of life. The Syndicate had sim- . 
mered down to Klaw and Erlanger. 

THE ROAD THAT WENT DOWN HILL 

Locked in this desperate struggle both the Syndicate and 
the Shuberts failed to recognize that the kingdom for which 
they were battling was beginning to disintegrate beneath their 
feet. That decline was first evident and has continued to be 
most severe in the cities outside the production centers which 
the theatre knows as the road. The curtailment had been so 
rapid and so severe that whereas there were three hundred 
and thirty-seven touring companies listed in the first week of 
December, 1908, when the Shuberts and the Syndicate were 
squaring off for the big fight, there were, in mid-December, 
1934, just twenty-seven such companies in all the country. 

The Syndicate-Shubert fight was not the whole reason for 
this decline, but it intensified the unfavorable conditions under 
which the decline started and created a condition favorable 
to the competing amusements which put in their appearance 
after the decline had set in. 

There were too many theatres. There always had been, as 
a matter of fact, and the scramble for the road had resulted in 
the building of yet more theatres. And there were not nearly 
enough good plays and players to fill them. So all sorts of 
plays were sent out, manned by all sorts of players. They 
were still extravagantly billed in advance both by the pro- 
ducer and the local theatre manager. Now this trick might be 
put over occasionally, but it was not good for as many encores 
as were demanded of it. Theatregoers in the small towns 
could read 5 they knew who had played in those plays origi- 
nally5 many had seen those players before. When they had 
been fooled a few times, they quit going. There rose, unor- 
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ganized but quite spontaneously, a buyers^ strike against the 
theatre. 

When the World War struck, in 1914, and still more so 
after the United States was drawn into it, the theatre found 
itself caught in a spiral of ascending prices. Not only did 
everything that went into a production become more expen- 
sive, but union labor, shabbily treated by managers in earlier 
times, grew strong enough to impose its own wage scales and 
working conditions on the theatre and took pleasure in making 
managers pay through the nose for former humiliations and 
inequities. Railroad travel grew more costly, and at the same 
time mileage books, party tickets, and free baggage cars were 
withdrawn. 

If the theatre had been able to raise its prices, as other 
businesses did, it might have survived even these increased 
costs, but it was already at the limit of what it might charge. 
The one place where savings could be effected was in the 
cheapening of productions, either through cutting actors^ sal- 
aries, or in the scenery and costumes, or in all of them. And 
such tactics merely increased the dissatisfaction of the road. 

The good companies could still make money in New York 
and in the larger cities of the road in spite of increases. And so, 
with comparatively few regrets, the managers cheerfully 
abandoned the smaller towns and concentrated on the few 
spots where money was available. 

It was all the easier and there was less complaint from the 
road itself because there appeared at this time other and 
cheaper forms of entertainment which either had not existed 
previously, or had not been anywhere near so attainable. 

The automobile had been developing for some time, but 
up to this time its expense, comparative fragility, and the lack 
of good roads had combined to keep it a vehicle for wealthy 
city dwellers. Now the market was flooded with sturdy 
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medium and low priced cars, and good roads began to push 
out into the country in all directions. The more general use of 
the automobile not only made it easier "not to go to the theatre, 
but it encouraged those who went to venture further afield — 
to drive right past the small road theatre to some big town 
where a better company was playing. More grief for the road 
ghow producer and the road show theatre operator who played 
his attractions ! 

This was also the time in which vaudeville, taken over from 
the somewhat rowdy variety of earlier days, by Keith, Albee, 
and their United Booking Office, was being dressed up, cleaned 
up, and made a family amusement. Its theatres were newer 
and brighter, its entertainment obvious and undemanding, 
and its prices were far lower. Thousands of people found it 
an entirely satisfactory substitute for the legitimate theatre. 

SHADOWS ON A ROLL OF CELLULOID 

None of these factors, perhaps not all of them together, 
ever necessitated as many readjustments in the theatre as the 
arrival of the motion pictures, and this was a form of entertain- 
ment only as old as the Syndicate. 

The motion picture, as a philosophical possibility, had been 
conjectured as far back as Aristotle, but the first step toward 
its materialization was not taken until Athanasius Kircher 
demonstrated his magic lantern, or Magia Catoprica, at Rome, 
in 1640. Still, nothing more was done about it until 1824 
when the accidental passage of a horse and cart before the 
slits of a Venetian blind, gave to Peter Mark Roget his theory 
of The ’Persistence of Vision, the principle of which is the 
basis of motion pictures. Publication of this revolutionary 
paper started a series of experiments which terminated in 1853 
in the Zoetrope, or Wheel of Life, in which a series of hand 
drawn figures on the rim of a wheel could be projected by a 
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magic lantern on a screen as a single moving figure. This was, 
in effect, the forerunner of the motion picture cartoon of the 
present day. 

In the meantime, in the laboratories of Daguerre and 
Niepce, in France, photography had been developing since 
1829. The marriage of photography to motion was conceived 
in the restless and indefatigable mind of Thomas A. Edison 
and brought to consummation in his laboratories in 1887. 
Because of his success with a similar device in the phonograph, 
Edison at first attempted to make use of a wax cylinder for 
his pictures, but found himself quite unable, with the knowl- 
edge and tools then at his command, to secure adequate mag- 
nification. 

Edison then hit upon the method of feeding the recording 
material into his camera by a belt, but was momentarily balked 
by the lack of any substance both sufficiently sensitive to record 
the pictures and tough enough to stand handling. But while 
he was in the midst of these experiments, George Eastman, in 
1889, brought out a photographic film with a nitro-cellulose 
base, and Edison was off on the trail again. 

The first Edison Kinetoscope was a peep show, in which the 
audience was confined to one person at a time. Its first com- 
mercial showing was in the Kinetoscope Parlor, on Broadway, 
New York, in April, 1894. As such it was no more competitive 
with the theatre than a book. A year later, however, the first 
projection machine was exhibited by Major Latham, and sud- 
denly the peep show could be viewed by a whole room full of 
people. The first motion picture show, in the sense in which 
it is commonly employed, was projected by a Vitagraph ma- 
chine at Koster and BiaPs Music Hall, on Herald Square, 
New York City, on the evening of April 23, 1896, the two 
hundred and eightieth anniversary of the death of William 
Shakespeare. 
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While a good deal of public interest had been aroused by 
this demonstration, the commercial development of motion 
pictures had to wait for several years while patent dilEculties 
were being straightened out, and showmen were being de- 
veloped who knew what to do with this ingenious toy. 

It was not until the strike of the White Rats, the vaudeville 
actors’ union, in 1901, that showmen realized pictures would 
make an acceptable substitute for actors and rescued them from 
the lowly position of chasers at the end of vaudeville shows. 

Spurred by this success, the first all-motion picture house. 
The Electric Theatre, was opened in Los Angeles, in 1902. 
Its presentations were essentially screen vaudeville, but the 
idea of telling a story in this medium was in the air. The first 
feature film was The Great Train Robbery, produced by 
Edwin S. Porter, in the autumn of 1903. 

It was in Pittsburgh, in November, 1905, and in a converted 
store renamed the Harris Theatre, that the first complete 
motion picture presentation was shown for a nickel. There was 
soon a rash of these store shows, which began to dot the face of 
the great cities. 

The legitimate theatre did not for some time consider mo- 
tion pictures as competition or even as a form of entertainment 
deserving study and concern. Its theatres were in the meaner 
quarters, its patrons were poor, often illiterate, many times 
unable to speak English, its exhibitors shop keepers and retail 
salesmen from the fur business, buttons and cloaks and 
suits. And so these men, unopposed and unappreciated by the 
theatre, obtained first experience and then control of the 
motion picture field. Some of them who made their start in 
this lowly manner now control the destinies of the great mo- 
tion picture companies, and their social viewpoint, their busi- 
ness methods and ethics have influenced and colored the whole 
course of motion picture development. 
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It has been said that motion pictures have destroyed the 
legitimate theatre, but, although they have in many instances 
replaced it, that is not a wholly true statement. 

Motion pictures have certain definite and, in the end, enor- 
mous advantages over legitimate theatre productions. What- 
ever the initial expense of production, and it often appears to 
be excessive, it is almost the entire requisite outlay. Thereafter, 
except for the slight cost of transportation and booking, it has 
no expenses. Every performance of a legitimate play is essen- 
tially a new production with continuing expenses for salaries, 
materials, transportation, and other things. The potential 
audience of a legitimate play is limited not only by the cost 
of tickets but by the size of the theatre in which an audience 
can see and hear and by the physical limitations of the cast. 
A motion picture, on the other hand, can be magnified and 
amplified to be shown to an audience of five or six thousand. 
It can be exhibited up to six or eight times a day and in hun- 
dreds of theatres simultaneously. And all of that can be done 
for a small part of what a theatre ticket costs. 

As the theatre withdrew from the road in the decade after 
1908, vaudeville and motion pictures moved in and took over 
its theatres. As they broke 'the links of the one night stands 
and made jumps longer and more expensive, the theatre con- 
tracted still more tightly upon the large cities. That process 
has continued and is still continuing. 

But it is not only on the theatre side that motion pictures 
have hampered and restricted the le^timate theatre. By the 
payment of salaries which the theatre .could not hope to match, 
they have drawn into their production web the best writers 
and actors of the country. Their seduction has been even more 
serious than that of the theatres and audiences which is the 
charge customarily leveled at motion pictures. 

Certainly the pictures have acquired many of the patrons 
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of the legitimate theatre, particularly those who formerly 
tenanted theatre galleries. But it is likewise true that motion 
pictures, like tabloid newspapers and confession magazines, 
have created a whole new audience — one which had never 
known the theatre and which, because of price barriers and 
cultural differences, might never have known it. Even at the 
peak of its most prosperous season the theatre probably never 
attracted more than one-sixtieth of the number of people who 
wash into and out of motion pictures almost any week in any 
year. 


ENTER THE ACTORS* EQUITY ASSOCIATION 

As the road contracted and the managers’ difficulties multi- 
plied, the lot of the actors became wretched, indeed. Alone 
of all the groups in the theatre, they had no effective organi- 
zation, no protection against the necessities, the cupidities, and 
the whims of their employers. In a falling labor market they 
shouldered the brunt of the theatre’s misfortunes. 

There was probably no one contract in which all of the 
abuses of the moment were met. But what was missed in one - 
engagement was apt to be encountered in the next. And there 
was nothing to prevent the imposition of any of them at any 
time, except the good will and the good faith of the manager. 

These abuses ranged the whole gamut of an actor’s relation 
to his employer. It began at the moment of his engagement, 
when he would be required to sign a contract drawn by the 
manager or his lawyer, which bound the actor completely 
while leaving the manager free to make any adjustments he 
chose. It continued through an unlimited free rehearsal pe- 
riod, often requiring six or eight weeks for dramatic produc- 
tions and up to sixteen or eighteen for musical shows. At all 
times, during rehearsal and after the play opened, the actor’s 
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tenure of employment was slight and subject to termination 
without cause and often without payment, either in part or in 
whole. Pay was irregular and not assured in any wayj strand- 
ings were frequent} many items of costume were required of 
actors and practically always of actresses, which should have 
been furnished by the management} salaries could be cut at 
any time and to any extent. And finally there was no ma- 
chinery for the adjustment of claims and disputes except the 
slow, costly, and cumbersome one of the law. Under the stress 
of these injustices and of others, the actors were angry and 
discontented, but felt that there was nothing they could do 
about it. The Actors’ Society was impotent and growing 
weaker, and the efforts it put forth to negotiate a charter from 
the American Federation of Labor had failed utterly. 

Its membership and morale dwindled to such a point that 
on December 22, 1912, a hundred of its representative mem- 
bers met in New York to decide whether or not it was worth 
while to attempt to continue its existence. The consensus of 
opinion was that the Actors’ Society of America had outlived 
its usefulness. 

But there were men at that meeting who felt that the fight 
must be continued, if not with that organization, with one that 
might profit by its mistakes. And so the final motion of the 
meeting was the appointment of a Plan and Scope Committee 
to formulate the outline of an organization concerned pri- 
marily with the economic difficulties of the actor. The original 
members of that committee were Albert Bruning, Charles D. 
Coburn, Frank Gillmore, William Hafcourt, Milton Sills, 
and Grant Stewart. 

Five months of arduous conference, conciliation, and ne- 
gotiation culminated in a meeting of one hundred and twelve 
actors in the Pabst Grand Circle Hotel, New York City, on 
May 26, 1913, at which was formally born the Actors’ Equity 
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Association, whose first president was the rebel actor-manager 
of a decade previous, Francis Wilson. 

Equity came on the stage just subsequent to the conclusion 
of a truce between the Syndicate and the Shuberts, a truce 
which endured with minor intervals of sporadic warfare until 
the end of 1917. In this interval the Association made con- 
siderable strides in its membership campaign, and after a mild 
and inconclusive flirtation with the American Federation of 
Labor, negotiated a standard contract and Basic Agreement 
with the United Managers^ Protective Association. 

Almost as though that had been a signal for the renewal of 
the conflict, war suddenly flamed again between the Shuberts 
and Klaw and Erlanger, survivors of the Syndicate, a savage, 
country-wide struggle in the heat of which the combatants had 
little heed or care for a standard contract with their actors, 
and the United Managers^ Protective Association no control 
whatever over its embattled members. 

Equity^s situation was tragic and desperate in the extreme, 
its very survival precarious. The country was becoming daily 
more engrossed in the prosecution of the World War 5 re- 
strictions were constantly limiting the heat and light allotted 
to theatres 3 transportation was more and more diverted to 
the business of men and munitions. And now the managers 
were divided into two hostile camps with little thought but 
for each other’s extinction at any cost. 

Under these circumstances the interrupted negotiations 
with the American Federation of Labor were hastily resumed 
and this time pushed to a successful consummation. On July 
18, 1919, the old White Rats — ^Actors’ International Union 
charter was turned in to permit the issuance of a charter to a 
new international union, the Associated Actors and Artistes of 
America, in which Equity was the leading spirit, and of which 
it has retained the control. 
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But the issue had been pushed too far for peaceful settle- 
ment. The managers, too, had been reorganizing and drawing 
new alliances. Their new organization, the Producing Mana- 
gers^ Association, had come to an understanding with the 
Vaudeville Managers^ Protective Association, the National 
Association of the Motion Picture Industry, which included 
both producers and distributors, and the Columbia Amuse- 
ment and Burlesque Interests of America, 

Backed by these groups, the strongest combination of man- 
agers in the history of the theatre, the Producing Managers’ 
Association now notified Equity that it would refuse to issue 
the contract accepted by its predecessor, would issue its own 
contract, and would decline to deal further with Equity or to 
recognize it as the representative of its members. To their 
united might, they declared, the actors must answer as in- 
dividuals: a troop of Goliaths demanding that David hand 
over that sling! To such an ultimatum Equity had no recourse 
but a successful appeal to arms, or go under as had so many 
similar actors’ organizations before it. 

War was declared on August 7, 1919, when thirteen com- 
panies in New York City walked out of their theatres at cur- 
tain time. The theatre was in the throes of the longest, cost- 
liest, and most desperately contested strike it has ever known. 

The managers worked frantically to keep their plays run- 
ning. Some of them returned to acting after varying periods 
of retirement j press agents stepped into breaches created by 
striking actors j non-members of Equity were offered large 
sums not to join 5 Equity members who could be persuaded, 
or coerced, were held to their contracts 5 the managers or- 
ganized and financed a company union, the Actors’ Fidelity 
League. 

But the actors had strong and resourceful allies, also. Half 
a dozen unions with no direct quarrels with the managers came 
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to their aid. Walkouts by stage hands and musicians closed 
several plays the actors had not been able to touchy transfer 
men refused to haul baggage and scenery labeled unfair 5 
billposters declined to handle paper for productions not sanc- 
tioned by the actors 3 and other unions by resolution, expres- 
sions of sympathy, and gifts of money helped the actors’ fight. 

The strike lasted thirty days, spread to eight cities, closed 
thirty-seven plays, and prevented the opening of sixteen 
others, and cost everybody concerned in the neighborhood of 
three million dollars. At its end the actors had won all and 
more than they had sought at its beginning. 

And yet the producing managers were not yet ready to 
concede that they had been beaten by superior force. As the 
Germans since 1918, they felt that they had lost through in- 
ternal weakness and dissension — and indeed that had played 
no small pait in the final settlement. And so they set them- 
selves for a renewal of the fight at the expiration of the Basic 
Agreement included in the peace terms. 

In the meantime they went to work to undo as much of 
Equity’s victory as they might. The same terms were granted 
to all actors, whether Equity members or not. If anything, 
they went out of their way to see that Equity membership was 
a handicap rather than a help to actors. 

These tactics soon made such inroads on Equity’s paid up 
membership that the actors’ association felt it incumbent to 
forge a new weapon to meet them. What it evolved was really 
a variation of the closed shop which is known to the theatre 
as the Equity Shop. Briefly it is an agreement between the 
members of the association and their association that in any 
company in which there is one Equity member, every member 
of the company must be an Equity member in good standing. 

Although announced for the season of 1921-1922 in all 
companies except those controlled by members of the Produc- 
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ing Managers’ Association, it was this organization which took 
up the challenge. Equity Shop, said the managers’ association, 
though specifically exempting its members’ companies from its 
scope, was really a form of coercion since, for the sake of 
engagements with other managers, it forced actors to join 
Equity who might not have been willing to do so, otherwise. 

The issue was joined before Federal Judge Julian W. Mack 
as an arbitrator, on August 17, 1921. Ten days later he 
handed down a sweeping decision to the effect that Equity 
Shop was not only no violation of the Basic Agreement, but 
that it was not in violation of law or sound public policy. 

There remained then, only one real question to be settled 
between the two associations: whether, at the expiration of the 
Basic Agreement, on June first, 1924, the Producing Mana- 
gers’ Association would accept Equity Shop without a fight j or 
whether it would take up the battle against it, again 5 and if it 
did so, who would win. Of all the issues that crowded the 
scene and appeared to clog the air, there was not one that could 
not have been settled in ten minutes, once this was out of the 
way. 

What settled the matter eventually was the cleavage in the 
ranks of the Producing Managers’ Association along the line 
of the Shubert-Syndicate fault. What of it, if of the Syndicate 
only A. L. Erlanger remained, his partnership with Marc 
Klaw at an end, and all the others either dead or out of the 
theatre? While Erlanger remained in the theatre, the Syndi- 
cate lived, and there could be no peace. 

In the fall of 1923 the Shuberts and certain of the managers 
bound to them by ties of interest or affiliation, came to Equity 
and agreed to accept Equity Shop, with slight modifications, 
without a fight. There were negotiations and bickerings and 
times when nothing but a good rousing fight seemed adequate 
to clear the air, but in the end the Shubert faction seceded from 
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the Producing Managers’ Association three weeks before the 
end of the Basic Agreement, and signed terms of peace with 
Equity as the Managers’ Protective Association. 

The Syndicate die-hards, known currently as the Round 
Robins, went through the motions of a fight, but the defection 
of the Shuberts doomed it before it started. Seven plays were 
closed on June i, however, and a legal fight dragged itself 
through several courts and lasted until the beginning of the 
new season. Then the managers capitulated, and shortly after- 
ward the Producing Managers’ Association turned up its con- 
tentious toes and retired from this world. 

When the Managers’ Protective Association had staved off 
a fight in 1924, it had fulfilled its real reason for existence. It 
never functioned very well or satisfactorily thereafter and was 
often in trouble with Equity. The latter, tired of its arguments 
and evasions, caught it in arrears in its agreement, and, al- 
though it was given another chance by an arbitration board, 
there was no real interest in saving it, and its members al- 
lowed it to go by the board rather than pay its debts. Its 
Basic Agreement was ended by Equity in July, 1933, and 
if it lives today, it is a shadowy and groundless existence. 


THE THEATRE IN TEMPORARY ECLIPSE 

Last of all the great countries, the United States was struck 
by the world wide financial stringency in 1929. With the 
country’s economic collapse in the next five years, the theatre 
entered a period of temporary eclipse from which it has 
not yet emerged. When it does emerge, it wiU probably wear 
a somewhat different mien. 

There are great cities which no longer have a professional 
theatre, or it comes to them irregularly and precariously. 
There are whole states, even provinces, from which the pro- 
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fessional theatre appears to have vanished into thin air. A 
generation is growing to maturity to which the theatre and 
its people are only slightly less fabulous than the clipper ships 
that once dotted the seven seas. 

All of that does not mean that these people have been de- 
prived of entertainment. Motion pictures, somewhat uncer- 
tain as to how grateful to be for the gift of speech conferred 
upon them since 1927, wait around any corner, in any city. 
They, too, have suffered from the depression, however much 
they may protest to the contrary, but economically, intellectu- 
ally, and emotionally they are more nearly within the reach of 
every person than the theatre was or ever will be. 

Radio broadcasting, with television peering over its shoul- 
der, pure speech, and only pure speech, is available in most 
homes for the mere twisting of a dial. Newspapers, periodicals, 
and books were never so cheap, so interesting, or so accessible 
as they are today. 

The people who were drained off into these other channels 
of entertainment left a big hole in the theatre. But what re- 
mains is probably the finest and most intelligent audience the 
theatre in any land has ever known. 

The theatre may as well face the fact that to reach this re- 
maining audience it will need not only a new deal but new 
cards and new rules for the game. It may mean new types of 
plays, new methods of presentation — ^almost certainly a new 
alignment among actors, producers, playwrights, stage hands, 
musicians, scenic artists, press representatives, and audiences, 
both to themselves and to the theatre. It may entail a new 
theatre, so different from that to which we have become ac- 
customed as to be almost unrecognizable to those who now 
work in it. 

I dp not suppose that all these groups, or their members, 
will understand the necessity for these changes or like them 
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very much when they come. But I believe that such changes 
will come, nevertheless, and that the theatre can no more 
stay them by opposition than industry was stayed by the 
opposition of handicraftsmen to the introduction of ma- 
chinery. 

As long as our present economic system governs the thea- 
tre, the audience must remain an important factor in that new 
theatre. No matter how honorable the intentions of author, 
actors, or producer, or how ably they are realized, as long as 
the theatre is required to pay its own way, any play which 
does not yield an appreciable profit must be withdrawn. 

In any theatre which is designed for fine and intelligent 
audiences, it will be necessary to eliminate the neck or noth- 
ing gamble in production, under which the theatre in this 
country has always labored. 

It can be accomplished through the creation of subscription 
audiences or through the underwriting of theatrical seasons in 
road towns by groups of persons who love the theatre enough 
to determine to have it. 

Symphony orchestras, art collections, and lectures, by re- 
course to this method, are able to appear in communities which 
would not support them if they merely moved in, opened up 
the hall, inserted a few perfunctory advertisements, and waited 
for audiences to turn up. 

It is not to be expected that people in these road towns will 
subscribe to or underwrite productions sight unseen. But if the 
theatre, organized anew and motivated by a new spirit, will 
work out plans for one or more seasons in advance, it may look 
for the support its competitors in culture received and from 
much the same sort of people. 

For the theatre is worth having and worth being made 
constantly more available to more and more people. 

It is not only the medium which the greatest minds of all 



OUR THEATRE TODAY- 141 

ages have chosen for the expression of their noblest thoughts 5 
it would suffice by itself, if no other traces remained, to re- 
create all the stages through which we have passed on our 
journey from eternity to eternity. Such an art is not to be dis- 
regarded lightly, or to be considered merely as a pastime. 

Despite the confusion and uncertainty of the moment, I 
believe that there may yet issue a theatre greater and more 
splendid than any we have yet known. We have seen the thea- 
tre’s first three thousand years. We shall never see its end. 



AUTHOR’S NOTE 

It must be apparent that any work of this kind can only sketch very 
briefly and hastily the main lines of the theatre’s descent. It would be im- 
possible to consider in such a limited space related branches of its family 
tree, which, even though they are great and complex arts, have not directly 
influenced the theatre we know. The theatre of the Orient is ancient and 
has been developed to a high pitch, but it has developed apart from and 
practically unrelated to our own theatre. And there are other national 
theatres throughout the world in the same situation. 

All that I can hope to accomplish here is to explain how the theatre 
got to be as it is in our day. 

Nor is it to be expected that any original research work could be done 
for such a study. I have taken what I have needed where I have found 
it. It did not seem desirable to interrupt the story continually with foot- 
notes^ to other and more scholarly works. But they are there waiting to 
reward those whose interest may be aroused by the telling of the story in 
this form. In particular I am indebted to: 

The Theatre — Three Thousand Years of Drama y Acting and Stage 
Crafty by Sheldon Cheney, Longmans, Green and Co. 

The Business of the TheatrBy by Alfred L. Bernheim, Actors’ Equity Ass’n. 

The Story of the Theatrey by Glenn Hughes, Samuel French. 

Enter the A dress y by Rosamond Gilder, Houghton, Mifflin and Co. 

The facts are theirs. The mistakes in interpretation are mine. 

A. H. 

Hastings-on-Hudson, New York, May 2, 1935 
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Irving Pichel, actor and director of stage and screen plays, lecturer, 
and author, was a charter member of Professor Baker’s “47 Workshop.” 
He began his career with the Castle Square Stock Company in Boston; 
and has directed little theatres in St. Paul, St. Louis, Detroit, Berkeley, 
and Santa Barbara. In New York, Mr. Pichel directed for the Shuberts 
and served on the advisory board of the Theatre Guild in its early years. 
Either as director, actor, or producer he has been concerned with over 
a hundred and sixty plays. Among them are: Pictures directed — The 
Most Dangerous Game (with Ernest Shoedsack) ; Before Dawn: Picture 
roles — The Right to Love; An American Tragedy; Murder by the 
Clock; The Cheat; Cleofatra; British Agent; Fog Over Frisco: Plays 
produced for the first time outside of New York — Beyond the Horizon; 
All God's Chillun Got Wings; The Great God Brown; Marco Millions; 
Liliom: Other productions — Wild Birds (first production) ; Dear 
Brutus; Mary Rose; Not So Long Ago (first production, New York) ; 
The Tragedy of Nan; The Faithful. Also, his productions include the 
principal plays of Shakespeare, Ibsen, and Shaw. At present Mr. Pichel 
is directing Rider Haggard’s She for the R. K. O. Studios. 



THE PRESENT DAY THEATRE 

by 

Irving Pichel 

These comments on the present state of the theatre should 
be prefaced by a clear warning to the reader that the factors 
attributable to the depression have been largely discounted. 
It might be argued, though not too safely, that last year’s 
improvement is a clear barometer of an improved state of 
affairs. We want a farther reaching picture of the theatre’s 
condition, howev'er, than such a seasonal rise and fall can give. 
We want, if possible, to know what creative forces are at 
work, what product they have set before us, what characteristic 
residue will give the theatre of our period its color, after de- 
pressions, movies, and Broadway have done their worst. 

First, I am compelled to the belief that a process much 
more inexorable than the creeping paralysis of our economic 
life has been at work in the theatre. To know it at its face 
value, it may be well to go back to the beginning. 

Twenty or so years ago we became definitely aware that a 
great change was taking place in the theatre. From Europe 
came accounts of new and exciting ventures in stagecraft. We 
heard of the Moscow Art Theatre 5 we had accounts of a pro- 
ducer named Reinhardt 5 Huntley Carter wrote The New 
Sprit in the Theatre George Pierce Baker returned 

to Harvard from a trip abroad with accounts of performances, 
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lantern slides of settings designed by Adolph Appia, Ernst 
Stern, and others, and he started at Harvard ^^The English 
47 Workshop.” In Chicago, Maurice Browne established a 
little theatre 3 in Boston, Mrs. Lyman Gale converted a stable 
to the uses of her “Toy Theatre.” 

From 1912 till our entrance into the World War, the coun- 
try seethed with a new interest in the theatre. Little theatres 
sprang up all over the country^ the Washington Square Thea- 
tre and the Provincetown Players began their work 5 a host of 
new playwrights were caught in the ferment. Stage setting 
and lighting advanced to a new position of importance. The 
director became a newly important factor in production. Act- 
ing steadily declined, and actors of note and great personal 
following in the theatre became fewer. 

The war was an interruption, but no morcj and, during the 
boom years that followed, the Theatre Guild sprang up, 
Eugene O’Neill became known through the world as our 
most important playwright, individual producers like Arthur 
Hopkins, Winthrop Ames, Brock Pemberton, Guthrie Mc- 
Clintic, and Kenneth Macgowan sprang up to preempt the 
place which David Belasco had held alone for many years, 
while one pair of players, Alfred Lunt and Lynn Fontanne 
(and a little later Katharine Cornell), shone star-like, where a 
few decades before a Mrs. Fiske, a Margaret Anglin, a John 
Drew, a Maude Adams, an Otis Skinner, a Sothern and Mar- 
lowe, a family of Barrymore, and many others had been able 
to fill theatres by the naming of their names. 

The little theatres, too, multiplied and flourished, and some 
of them — ^in Pasadena, in Cleveland, in New Orleans — ^grew 
to institutional permanence. The designers — Robert Edmond 
Jones, Lee Simonson, Norman Bel Geddes, Jo Mielziner, 
Cleon Throckmorton, and others — had their names advanced 
from the bottom to the top of the program. 
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That all this process has slowed up is incontestable. The 
depression may tell some of the story. The fact that Macgowan 
is producing for the movies, that Hopkins is directing them, 
that John and Lionel Barrymore are acting in them tells more 
of the story. But most of the story is contained in the fact that 
those who had most to do with the renaissance that began in 
the early years of the second decade of this century have now 
passed the age of forty. 

There was a tremendous conviction on the part of the young 
producers, directors, designers, and founders of little theatres 
that they were pioneering. They spoke with belligerent feel- 
ing of the theatrical syndicates and of the evils of the road 
system 5 they talked of creating an audience for better plays 
and were honest in their faith that a fine play indifferently 
done was better than an indifferent play perfectly done. They 
scored the ludicrousness of the old-fashioned scenery of 
painted perspective, read and quoted Gordon Craig, and 
quoted (without reading) Adolph Appia. They were idealists, 
and they worked in a medium so tangible that it forced upon 
them practicality and in time proficiency. From the beginning 
they had the service, both in the little theatres and on Broad- 
way, of designers who were, however new to the theatre, pro- 
fessional in their training. In time, it might have been hoped, 
as their proficiency increased to match that of the designers, 
and as more writers rose to serve the ^^new movement,” a 
vigorous, rounded theatre would have come into being. 

As a matter of fact, the entire renaissance was, from the 
beginning, a decorative renaissance. The impulses which so 
remarkably refreshed the theatre were all visually actuated. 
The drawings of Gordon Craig, the scenic simplifications of 
Ernst Stern, the mechanical improvements which moved 
plastic sets readily — ^these were the kind of evidence of a new 
life in the theatre. It was not a new drama, a fresh stream of 
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dramatic poetry, or a young generation of great actors. And 
on this slim base of visual reclothing of the stage was built 
an evangelism which promised our theatric salvation. 

It is inevitable that even evangelists should become tired. 
Pioneers push into new territory in order to settle. Once set- 
tled they wait for younger pioneers to push on to a new 
frontier. 

It is my conviction that the generation of pioneers which 
preached and labored so ardently twenty years ago has come 
to rest in its well settled new home, and that the frontier they 
fought to reach has simply proved to be no frontier at all.' 
Middle-aged, they are waiting for the younger men to come 
on and push forward. It is part of the chance that rules the 
appearance in cycles of these impulses and generations that 
the renaissance has subsided. The Drama department of Yale 
and the Drama Schools at Carnegie Tec and Iowa State Uni- 
versity and Cornell and the school of the Pasadena Commu- 
nity Playhouse have supplied no new pioneers to take the 
places of those who have grown tired or successful. The one 
playwright who was definitely a part of this recent movement 
in the American Theatre is Eugene O’Neill. He, too, was 
fascinated by the scenic renaissance and wrote for the re- 
designed stages of the time. But, with the serenity of his suc- 
cessful forties, he has produced the amusing and pleasant 
AA! Wilderness. 

None of this is to be decried j it is a process of nature. It 
puts forward an accounting for the ^yecline of the theatre” 
during the past few years, which may cut deeper than the de- 
pression. 

Next in importance comes the influence of the talking 
pictures. I have put this in second place because, like many 
others of my time, I have embraced pictures. They have pro- 
vided for those of us who lived embattled artistic lives, a 
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haven of comparative security. And, fundamentally, there is 
no reason why the theatre as a whole should not embrace them. 
They are part of the theatre, employ the same talents, the 
same materials, and presumably give a degree of the same 
kind of satisfaction to their audiences. It is not so much that 
they have wielded a baneful influence on the theatre as that 
they are a part of the theatre which has not yet become first- 
hand. It is theatre recorded and rechau-ffSy though there is no 
reason, save juvenility, why it should not be theatre pure and 
simple. It has not yet learned to walk on its own feet. Its 
actors are trained in the theatre, then bought and borrowed 
from the theatre. Its plays are the plays of the theatre re- 
made. There is no intrinsic reason why it should not find, in 
time, writers who write expressly for the screen all the time 
rather than occasionally. 

The screen has problems, some technical but mostly eco- 
nomic, to solve before it can explore more freely a field of 
its own and cease being a means of reproducing works origi- 
nally created for another medium. When this comes about, 
whether or not the screen is to be all the theatre we know, it 
can provide most of the pleasures we seek in the theatre. 

Its one lack, of course, remains the somewhat mysterious 
alchemy wrought by the contact between a living audience 
and living players. The performance of the living theatre is 
always conditioned by its audience, lifted to new heights of 
performance by generous response, depressed to dullness by 
audience apathy. The screen performance, being recorded, is 
unalterable, identical with each unreeling. 

So we concern ourselves here with the theatre as we have 
known it, in which plays are freshly re-created, night after 
night, by living players. 

The condition of the theatre today differs greatly from 
that of two decades ago. Despite complaints even then that 
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we had no theatre as an institution, the industry of the theatre 
was definitely institutionalized, along wholesale merchandiz- 
ing lines. New York was the center of play manufacture, and 
there was a nationwide market. Theatres in every major city 
were owned or leased by one of two producing and booking 
firms. So each city with a profitable audience was assured of 
two theatres in which appeared, competitively, the most popu- 
lar actors in the most successful plays of the best-known play- 
wrights. The system, artistically, was hit-or-miss, but it did 
mean a season of theatrical performances during the course 
of which whatever survived a New York test was bound to 
be seen elsewhere in the United States. 

The tale of the break-down of that system has been often 
told. Today it has wholly disappeared. Four or five com- 
panies may now make the cross-country trek annually. The 
second and third and even fourth companies, playing a popu- 
lar success, are no more. The stock companies which used, a 
season or two later, to reproduce popular successes, have van- 
ished. During the past season, there were sixteen stock com- 
panies in operation in the United States. 

In addition to this vestigial theatre which remains, we have 
two other busy activities which belong in the theatre — ^the so- 
called little theatre movement and the dramatic activities of 
the schools and colleges. A first rate account of little theatre 
organization and activity may be found in Kenneth Mac- 
gowan^s Footlights Across America. Though the statistics con- 
tained in Mr. Macgowan^s report were obsolete almost as 
soon as the book appeared, it remains a sound report of a gen- 
eral state of activity. The little theatres in America may be 
somewhat fewer and the budgets of all of them considerably 
curtailed, but the outstanding theatres are still at work, and 
there is the usual birth and death rate of new ones. 



OUR THEATRE TODAY 151 

It has been a fault of the little theatres from the beginning, 
and remains the outstanding fault today, that they are no more 
creative than the professional theatre. From the beginning, 
they have fed, as the stock companies did, on the successes of 
the previous New York season. They made a somewhat dif- 
ferent and better choice of plays than the stock companies, it 
is true. They even ventured to the point of producing New 
York failiares. But they borrowed the plays of the Theatre 
Guild and the Provincetown Players, where the stock mana- 
ger borrowed the plays of Messrs. Shubert, Woods, Belasco, 
et d. And they still do that. They ventured at times into the 
continental drama, into the revival of classic plays, and very, 
very infrequently into experiment with new, unproduced 
work. Hardly one of them has given the commercial theatre 
a new writer. They have gone along on the impetus of the 
scenic renaissance and have been fortunate enough to find a 
place made for them by the decay of the stock company, so 
that in many instances the little theatre has become the only 
theatre a city can boast. But in creativeness, in contribution to 
the art of the theatre or its literature, in the formulation of a 
craft sounder, more sincere, more skilled than that of the 
theatres they have supplanted, they have done exceedingly 
little. They remain definitely more juvenile than the movies. 
The amateurism which at first they cherished as a distinction 
has been permanently forced upon them by economic condi- 
tions, and save for one or two which have abjured amateurism 
from the beginning, notably the Cleveland Playhouse, under 
the direction of Frederic McConnell, little more can be said 
for them than that they have kept the theatre alive. In some 
places, particularly in Pasadena, the effort merely to keep the 
theatre alive has become little short of feverish. The Pasadena 
Community Playhouse group now operates four stages and 
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produces fourteen or fifteen plays every month. A critical 
mind might suggest that they have the capacity to produce one 
play well each month. 

On the whole, to be sure, this activity is a good thing, even 
if it is merely activity, since it keeps a theatre mechanism go- 
ing and keeps an audience in the habit of going to a theatre 
against the time when a new creative energy is set loose and 
finds the mechanism and the audience at hand to use. 

It is my conviction that this new period can be inaugurated 
only by a generation of writers. Scenic revivals have shown the 
utmost they can do. Actors without plays which require acting 
are helpless. We do not even know whether there are any 
actors who can act, they have had so long imposed on them the 
elaborate subterfuge of not acting at all. This is, of course, the 
fault of the writers. Their interest during this entire century 
has been in people whose tragedies arise from the suppression 
of emotion instead of its expression. There will, one day, be a 
rediscovery of the fact that crises in human affairs rise out 
of uncontrolled passions, not out of repressed ones. Then, 
actors will again be called upon for the displays to which, even 
in classic plays, audiences are so unaccustomed that they no 
longer know what acting is. 

It appears that the universities and their theatres are the 
most hopeful places to look to for such a new wave of cre- 
ativeness. This is not merely because their players and writers 
and technicians are definitely in a learning and experimental 
stage of their careers, but because the university theatres have 
consciously directed their attention, first of all, to the writer. 
This is largely due to the influence and example of one man, 
George Pierce Baker, who at Harvard and later at Yale 
taught playwriting. He taught it, to be sure, in a very special 
sense, knowing that, though a man may be taught to compose 
sentences in English or any other language, he mtist begin by 
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having something to say. So, from the beginning of his work, 
the first requirement Baker made of a student who wanted to 
learn to write plays was the ability to write a play. He ad- 
mitted to his very small classes only those who had demon- 
strated by submitting a play that they had something to say 
in dramatic form. Then, by acute criticism of his work, by 
study of the example of successful playwrights, and above all 
by the test of performance, the student was ^^taught.” A queer, 
patient kind of teaching which must wait and wait for the 
student who has something to say. It was late in Professor 
Baker’s teaching career before he was able to fulfil his am- 
bition to have a fully equipped, functioning theatre ready for 
such students. 

But his influence and example did a great deal, in fact, did 
everything to make the teaching of the drama as something 
more than a department of literature respectable in our uni- 
versities. It led to the establishment of university theatres 
all over the country. Here the craft of the theatre is taught, 
and the art of the theatre may be learned by a gifted man. 
Princeton, Cornell, Michigan, Wisconsin, Iowa, North Caro- 
lina, Stanford all have theatre departments where, in varying 
degrees, the young playwright may try his wings. A score of 
other xmiversities provide some degree of dramatic opportu- 
nity of a creative sort. Only Harvard, where Baker’s work be- 
gan, ignores the matter. 

The picture here drawn is not a very heartening one. In 
comparison with the excitement of a dozen years ago, the 
theatre seems in a very low state. And so in fact it is. Where 
not a dozen players can command an audience on their own 
account, where only one or two institutional theatres have a 
reputation based on a consistent standard of achievement, 
where only a handful of writers serves the stage with skill and 
a degree of sincere devotion, where even the commerce of 
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the theatre has been broken down by speculation to virtual 
bankruptcy, where its art is represented most numerously by 
unskilled amateurs, what is there, to do but wait with a de- 
pressed patience? But one waits, nevertheless, if only be- 
cause something keeps going on, and because the universities 
are there, with their hospitable stages and their far-seeing 
teachers whose whole life and profession are devoted to a 
patient service of the future. 



PART TWO 

PLAYS AND PRODUCTION 




PLAYWRIGHT AND THEATRE 

by 

Barrett H. Clark 



Mr. Clark, an international authority on plays, attended the univer- 
sities of Chicago and Paris, but did not finish his undergraduate courses. 
He acted with Mrs. Fiske and lived abroad for two years. The following is 
a partial record of his activity: actor and assistant stage-manager with 
Mrs. Fiske, 1912— 13; instructor in drama and speech, and dramatic 
director, Chautauqua, N. Y., 1910-17; instructor and lecturer, Columbia 
University and Bryn Mawr, 1928-31; member Board of Directors, 
Drama League of America, 1915— 30; dramatic editor, Drama magazine, 
1924-31; Dramatic Director, Camp Humphreys, Va., 1918; on Board 
of Directors, Provincetown Playhouse, 1928-29; Play Reader for 
Theatre Guild, 1930-31 ; Literary Editor, Samuel French, since 1919. 

Author: The Continental Drama of Today, 1914; The British and 
American Drama of Today, 1915; Coniemforary French Dramatists, 
1915; How to Produce Amateur Plays, 1917; Eurofean Theories of 
the Drama, 1918; A Study of the Modern Drama, 1925; Eugene 
O^Neill, 1926; Oedipus or Polly anna, 1927; Professor Clark, a Memoir, 
1928; S'peak the Sfeech, 1930; Eugene O^Neill, the Man and his Plays, 
1929; Eugene O^Neill, a Bibliografhy (in collaboration), 1931 ; The 
Blush of Shame, 1932; Maxwell Anderson the Man and his Plays, 
I 933 > Green, 1928; T he Modern Drama (ALA pamphlet), 1927; 
An Hour of American Drama, 1930. 

Books edited: Walter Prichard Eaton’s Plays and Players, 1916; 
M aster fieces of Modern Sfanish Drama, 1917; Jurgen and the Censor, 
1919; Representative One’~act Plays by English and Irish Authors, 1921 ; 
The Appleton Book of Short Plays (in collaboration), 1926; Same, 2nd 
series (in collaboration), 1927; Great Short Stories of the World (in 
collaboration), 1925; Great Short Hovels of the World, 1927; Great 
Short Biographies of the World, 1928; The American Scene (in col- 
laboration), 1930; World Drama, 1932; The American Theater 
Manuals (in collaboration), 1928 ff.; One Act Plays (in collaboration), 
1929. 

Books translated and edited: The World^s Best Plays for Amateurs 
(58 vols.), 1914 flF.; Hervieu’s The labyrinth (in collaboration), 1913; 
Three Modern Plays from the French, 1914; Four Plays of the Free 
Theatre, 1914; Four Plays of Emile Augier, 1915; Lovers, etc., by 
Maurice Donnay, 1916; Sardou’s Patrie, 1915; Hyacinthe-Loyson’s 
The Apostle, 1916; CurePs A False Saint, 1916; Brieux’s Artists^ 
Families, 1918; Two Belgian Plays by Vanzype, 1917; The Fourteenth 
of July and Danton by Rolland, 1918; The Peopled Theater by Rol- 
land, 1918. 
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by 

Barrett H. Clark 

However it may be with other writers, most playwrights exist 
on excuses. How otherwise can the average maker of plays 
explain his years of futile effort to sell something to a mana- 
ger? How support his self-respect until the day when, if he is 
the fortunate one in five hundred of his fraternity, he signs 
a contract and gets his' advance check? 

The playwright^s excuses are a curious lot: if they were 
classified and printed in double columns they could fill at 
least four good-sized pages. The commonest of them are: 

Managers don’t read scripts. Managers lose scripts. Play read- 
ers are ignorant office boys and stenographers. The unknown 
author has no chance. Only dirty plays are accepted. “If I chose 
to be smutty, I’d be successful.” No writer can sell a play with- 
out pull. “My plays are too good for the public.” Ideas in plays 
are passed on to managers’ favorite authors, who (slightly) re- 
write them and claim them as their own. Agents deliberately 
prevent their clients’ plays, for personal reasons of jealousy, from 
being read by managers. Managers can’t visualize manuscripts; 
“hence they can’t realize how effective mine would be on the 
stage.” Managers buy good plays with the deliberate intention of 
delaying their production — for various reasons. Managers won’t 
produce Radical plays. Managers won’t produce Conservative 
plays. 
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I could easily extend this list, basing each excuse on what 
some playwright has written or told me during the fifteen 
years I have been reading manuscripts, as reader for a mana- 
ger, as associate manager, as agent, critic, and observer of the 
theatre. 

Though there are stupid and careless managers and un- 
imaginative and irresponsible readers, though there is oc- 
casionally some basis to almost any alibi, the truth is that 
managers buy and produce the best plays they can find, and 
ninety-nine per cent of the trash remains unsold and un- 
produced. 

Doubtless a fine play will occasionally have to await that 
peculiar combination of person, time, and circumstance thaf 
looks like destiny, but rarely if ever is any masterpiece lost to 
the stage, 

I know of two great geniuses in the American theatre 
(whose work belongs to the past quarter-century), poets and 
playwrights who were said to be so gifted that no producer 
ever took it upon himself to buy and mount their work: the 
plays of one are printed by an obscure publisher, and the 
other’s remain in manuscript. Both men have received high 
praise, from non-theatrical persons, who smile beatifically 
when you tell them the plain truth, to wit, that whatever other 
merits the plays may possess they do not belong in the theatre. 

I know, too, of a few exquisite plays that are as yet unpro- 
duced, but I am reasonably confident that they will find their 
way to the stage j yet if they don’t, I shall have to admit that 
my judgment was at fault. I wrote a play myself several years 
ago, and for some time I thought it was pretty good 5 so did 
the agent who sold it and the manager who bought it. It was 
tried out at last — thank heaven, not on Broadway — and when 
it became my duty to criticize it as a reviewer, I saw that it 
was a false and sentimental bit of claptrap, and said so. 
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Managers are, by and large, no different from other people j 
they are human beings, swayed by the same motives that 
affect you and mej they accept and reject plays because they 
like or dislike them, because they want to make money, 
achieve a reputation, be actively and pleasantly engaged in 
their chosen profession. 

Generalizations used in connection with theatre managers 
are as accurate as generalizations about lawyers, doctors, or 
women. 

The men who buy and produce plays for professional use 
in Broadway theatres range everywhere from hard boiled and 
uneducated speculators to cultivated gentlemen with Phi Beta 
Kappa keys and collections of exquisite paintings and rare 
books; they are Jews and Gentiles, men who come from the 
ghettos of Eastern Europe, from the cities and villages of 
Hungary and Germany, men of English, French, Irish, 
Italian, and Scandinavian heritage, native-born hundred per 
cent Americans, philosophers, business men, insurance sales- 
men, brokers, artists, some of them almost illiterate and some 
of the highest culture and breeding. 

No one method of classification is properly applicable to 
managers as a class, because they are not a class. They are all 
engaged in the pursuit of manuscripts which they can turn 
into paying productions. Occasionally a man of wealth, like 
Winthrop Ames, buys and produces a play with little or no 
expectation that it will prove profitable; but a producer must 
pick the kind of play that does make money, or he will soon 
find himself out of the running. 

His problem is to find a script that not only appeals to his 
own taste — a. play he will take pleasure and pride in sponsor- 
ing — ^but one that will pay. John Golden has been especially 
fortunate in liking the unpretentious and popular sort of play 
which was for so long associated with his name. He once told 



1 62 OUR THEATRE TODAY 

me that while he admitted the artistic superiority of the work 
of Bernard Shaw and Eugene O’Neill to plays like Turn to 
the Right, he personally preferred the latter. 

It must be clear that if managers are to exist at all, they 
must have a continuous supply of new plays. Burns Mantle 
tells us that during the season of 1919-20 there were about 
one hundred and fifty plays produced, including the musicals 5 
during 1925-26 there were two hundred and twenty; and 
during 1931-32 there were one hundred and thirty-four, not 
including musicals. Where does the manager get them? 

Luckily there is no one traditional or fixed way of buying 
and selling plays. You may, if you like, annoimce yourself 
tomorrow as a theatrical producer, rent an office, and send an 
announcement to the papers that you are looking for plays. 
The same day the manuscripts and authors will begin to flow 
in. You will not, of course, have a chance at Sidney Howard’s 
new play, because Mr. Howard must first know what sort of 
manager you are, what actors and director you can get, how 
responsible you are as a business man ; besides, he is probably 
under obligations to other managers with prior rights of re- 
fusal on his next two or three manuscripts. 

But in time, provided you make one really good produc- 
tion (whether it happens to make money or not) you will have 
a chance to see most of the manuscripts that are going the 
rounds. Neither friendship nor influence will determine the 
quality or quantity of new plays that come to you; that will 
depend chiefly on your reputation. 

Even before you become known for your actual accom- 
plishments in the theatre, and solely as a result of the fact that 
you call yourself a producer ready to read plays, you will find 
a steadily growing pile of manuscripts on your desk, and you 
will have to get someone to read them for you. Most of these 
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plays will be pretty bad, run-of-the-mill < products, but they 
must be read. When I was play reader for the Theatre Guild, 
I had to go through and report on nearly a thousand scripts a 
year 3 when I was on the Board of Directors of the Province- 
town Playhouse, I read about three hundred a year; on an 
average I read from twelve to fifteen hundred full-length new 
plays annually 3 it is my business to pick those that may interest 
some manager sufficiently to make him sign a contract and pay 
a cash advance. If I let one such play slip through my fingers 
(and I have done so, I admit), I am not doing my job on a 
perfectly efficient basis. 

At the Guild it was my business to make a written report on 
every play I read. This was sent to one of the directors 3 but 
in case a play possessed any quality above the average or 
showed any promise, I made out my report on a special kind 
of paper, and sent copies to all six directors, any one of whom 
— ^within a short period — might ask to see the manuscript. 

As a rule most managers employ one or more readers to 
look over the bulk of manuscripts submitted to them and to 
return all that are obviously impossible, passing on to the 
manager the few that might interest him. If the manager likes 
the play, believes in it, thinks he can finance and mount it and 
can either pay expenses or make a profit on it, he is ready to 
talk business with the author or the author’s representative. 
A few managers have courage and conviction enough to make 
up their minds on this critical matter without asking advice, 
but most of them have not. True (and this applies especially 
for the period since 1931) managers have partners — ^backers, 
so-called — ^who must usually be consulted in the matter of 
choosing a play 3 and most of them are anxious to know 
whether the manuscript has movie possibilities before com- 
mitting themselves, in so far as paying the customary (five 
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hundred dollars) advance which secures the right to produce 
the play within a certain period. 

Most backers are persons with sums of money varying from 
two hundred and fifty to twenty thousand dollars (or even 
more), which they pay to a manager for a “slice,” or share, of 
the profits, and a good many are stage-struck men and women 
who want to have a finger in the pie. As a rule the backers 
must read any manuscript which the manager wants to pro- 
duce. 

Very few manuscripts are bought before they have been 
read either officially or otherwise by someone in the office 
of the story editor of one or more of the picture companies, 
or at least before the manager is reasonably sure that his 
manuscript will ultimately interest one of the picture com- 
panies. Nearly all of the smaller and younger managers sub- 
mit scripts to persons affiliated with a picture company before 
they will seriously think of signing a contract. 

If you don’t believe this, try sending out a manuscript (a 
really good manuscript) to fifty managers on Broadway, and 
put a note on the cover stating that “The picture rights of 
this manuscript are not for sale.” Most of the managers will 
refuse even to read the play. 

Managers are not only anxious to get manuscripts, they 
mus^t have them; in view of the sharp competition in the 
business they really do read them, and tell the authors or 
their agents in a reasonably short time whether or not they 
are interested. It stands to reason that no manager could exist 
very long who let manuscripts lie around gathering dust. 
The classic story about the manager who one day went into 
his closet and pulled out at random a manuscript from a vast 
pile, produced it and made a fortune is still told. I should like 
someone to show me the documentary evidence. 

I have known playreaders who were office boys and ste- 
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nographers. Two of these boys are well known producers, 
and one stenographer is an eminent and successful play 
agent. 

Coming now to the next standard excuse of the unproduced 
playwright, namely that the unknown author is at a disadvan- 
tage in selling his wares, I am inclined to think that the exact 
reverse is true. Naturally, the manager who receives from 
Eugene O’Neill a new play will probably take it home with 
him that very night in preference to the manuscript by Nellie 
Smith from Arkansas, but I am not at all sure that there isn’t 
just as big a thrill in opening the manuscript of a writer whose 
name is unknown. It is so with me. 

I confess that after reading plays professionally for fifteen 
years, during which time I have probably read as many thou- 
sands of plays, I am more excited over the possibility of find- 
ing something new or extraordinarily fine from the hand of 
some farmer, shoe clerk, negro preacher, convict, or school 
teacher, than I am when I open a new manuscript by Martin 
Flavin or Elmer Rice, Eugene O’Neill or Philip Barry. And 
I believe that most playreaders and managers feel that way, 
too. 

I am, among other things, a play agent. In submitting a 
play to a manager I feel that I am a better agent if I can 
tell him that I have a new and original play by an unknown 
writer than if I have a new manuscript by a writer whose 
earlier work is already known. For one thing, there are mana- 
gers who definitely don’t like X, or Y, or Z, but in the case 
of the unknown playwright, no such prejudice can exist. Be- 
sides, there is hardly a manager anywhere who doesn’t like 
the idea of being the first to introduce a new author, if his 
work shows promise or merit. 

So circumstances favor the newcomer. If his manuscript 
comes, either to the agent, or direct to the producer, unrecom- 
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mended and unheralded, so much the better. It is not neces- 
sary to know what the local minister or the college English 
teacher thinks o£ it; the writer needn’t send even a letter: 
the play speaks for itself. 

“Only dirty plays are accepted. If I chose to be smutty, Pd 
be successful.” If I hadn’t heard this kind of thing from 
otherwise sensible and talented playwrights, I could omit the 
point as not worth discussion. Someone says it every season. 
As if plays succeeded, or were good or bad, because they were 
or were not “dirty”! As I have explained elsewhere at some 
length, there is so much that is sensually suggestive outside 
the theatre that I can’t imagine anyone paying money to see a 
play in which the lives and situations can’t be half as exciting 
as life itself, outside. 

No, you may depend on it, this is a feeble alibi urged by the 
author who, during a season in which one or two “spicy” plays 
are doing good business, can’t sell his own work. 

As for “pull” — ^recommendations, letters of introduction, 
and the like — ^the only pull that’s worth anything to a play- 
wright, is a good play. The less said about it, the better. 

“Too good for the public?” Another alibi, with perhaps a 
tiny grain truth in it. In one sense, some of Chekhov’s plays 
vsere too good — for a time. But if a play remains unpro'duced 
for any very long period, and is seen nowhere, there’s some- 
thing wrong with it. 

Are ideas stolen? Can an author in submitting manuscripts 
safeguard himself against theft? 

Occasionally an idea is stolen, but I am inclined to think 
that any idea which is so unusual and so peculiar to its origi- 
nator as to be protectable in a Federal court under an intelli- 
gent judge, is not worth keeping or using. There are people 
(I have seen them at plagiarism trials) who insanely believe 
that men like O’Neill and Howard go about furtively reading 



OUR THEATRE TODAY 167 

unproduced manuscripts and privately printed books, and set 
themselves the dangerous and extremely difficult task of 
building plays out of characters and plot ideas which they 
have not ^^nvented,” Sidney Howard tells us that, like 
Moliere and Shaw, he took the fundamental plot of one of 
his plays from Wagner, who (incidentally) got it from a 
dozen earlier writers. 

If your plot is so original that you fear someone will steal 
it, you will either be able to dispose of your play to a manager, 
or find a collaborator who can make good use of it. 

If that doesn’t work, then you might just as well give the 
idea away — if anyone else wants it. It isn’t ideas (though with- 
out them you are nowhere) that make a play. 

About agents. It is the agent’s business not only to sell 
plays to managers but to draw up contracts, see that they are 
executed, and so long as the play continues its existence as a 
^^live” property, get from it every possible advantage and 
use. Writers are, of course, able to sell their plays direct to 
managers, and it is not likely that scripts so offered are much 
if any longer delayed in managers’ offices than scripts sub- 
mitted by well known agents. It is, however, usually admitted 
that the agent is better able to deal with the many intricacies 
of business detail that must be attended to in the case of a 
successful play, than the inexperienced layman. Besides, the 
playwright should not waste good time and energy worrying 
over matters of business. 

The charge that agents sometimes play favorites, or inter- 
fere with the sale of plays, has no reasonable foundation. 

As for the manager’s inability to visualize a play by read- 
ing the script, and the assertion that managers buy plays with 
no intention of producing them, some confirmatory proof 
couli be brought forward. However, most managers with any 
experience can visualize manuscripts better than most play- 
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Wrights can. As for the manager who holds plays without using 
them, very few nowadays care to spend money in advances 
unless they think they are going to make use of what they 
contract for. Fortunately, the Dramatists^ Guild goes about as 
far as any such association can go in safeguarding authors 
against their own stupidity and ignorance. 

This summary of conditions governing the present-day pro- 
fessional play market is susceptible of criticism on minor 
points. I have purposely oversimplified here and there to 
make a general statement rather than a detailed description. 
It must be admitted, for instance, that there are several good 
end potentially successful plays that have not yet been pro- 
duced, plays that are well known to most if not to all Broad- 
way managers. I could name at least ten such scripts, and I 
am inclined to attribute their failure in reaching production 
to blindness on the part of the managers and to certain material 
conditions that have to do with real estate and finance rather 
than anything else. There is also the case of Elmer Rice^s play, 
The Left Bankj which was in no sense an experimental or un- 
conventional oddity. That play went the rounds for the better 
part of two years, and this after the success of Street Scene. I 
believe that some fifty managers read the script and not one 
thought it either good or salable enough to take it. At last 
Mr. Rice turned the manuscript over to me, and I sent it to 
fifty of the best non-professional theatres in the country, 
offering it on the most reasonable terms. Not one would take 
it, whereupon the author turned producer, bought the play 
from himself and produced it on Broadway, where it ran 
longer than any other play of the season. There are a few 
such exceptions to my generalizations, yet if The Left Bank 
had not been produced by Rice, had it found no producer 
either here or abroad, in the professional or the non-profes- 
sional theatre, say until 1940 or 1945, I might be forced to 
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reverse my opinion on it as an actable as well as a well written 
and interesting.play. 

There are other instances which may seem to give the lie to 
my generalizations, but in the final analysis the process of 
disposing of play scripts to managers is a simple matter: the 
manager represents the play-going public 5 that public pays 
him to offer it the plays it wants to see and will pay for j the 
playwright’s business is to write what the public will ultimately 
pay for. Our market is the broadest, most catholic in the world 
today. 

When we speak of the theatre we mean — unless we go out 
of our way to modify the word — ^the show business that flour- 
ishes in one -small district on Manhattan Island, confined 
mostly to an area bounded on the south by Thirty-eighth 
Street and on the north by Fifty-eighth 5 on the west by Eighth 
Avenue and on the east by Sixth. Almost without exception 
all the hundred and fifty to two hundred plays annually pro- 
duced in that small area are financed by men who (i) do it 
solely in order to make moneys (2) chiefly in order to make 
moneys (3) primarily because they like to produce plays and 
must make or at least not lose money if they are to continue 
in business. I should like to add a fourth category: those who 
produce precisely what plays they like even though that may 
mean a continual loss, but such persons cannot long exist in 
any business conducted under a system that requires profit 
before all else. 

So even the most idealistic producer, who asks the public to 
pay to see his plays, must conduct his affairs more or less ac- 
cording to the rules of the game. 

Since the New York theatre (for reasons that are elsewhere 
well explained costs a great deal of money to run, the 
price of tickets demanded of the public is excessively high, as 

^ See Morton Eustis’ Inc. 
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compared to other forms of entertainment} almost without 
exception this theatre is patronized by the well-to-do, by per- 
sons who can afford to pay from two dollars and twenty cents 
to as much as twenty dollars each for tickets. This public is 
interested chiefly, therefore, either in those subjects and back- 
grounds with which it is familiar or, by way of novelty, in 
certain exotic themes or backgrounds primarily because they 
are different. By and large, the New York theatre public is 
a “class” public. 

True, on Broadway we may see in any season a wider 
variety of plays, may hear more different viewpoints pre- 
sented than woidd be possible in any other city in the world} 
neither in London nor Paris nor Moscow can the theatregoer 
attend so many plays, by so many different kinds of writers. 
We may complain, as we do, of puritanism and business 
methods and the defects we now recognize as due to the neces- 
sary appeal of o\ir stage to its “class” audience} but Broadway 
is still the great mart, the show place of the theatrical world 
where one may in the space of a single city block buy tickets 
to see a tragedy by O’Neill, a flea-circus, a bawdy musical 
show, a brilliant comedy of manners, a slow-moving folk 
play, a German middle<lass drama, a rebel’s dramatic con- 
demnation of capitalism and a Tory’s defense of it. Let us be 
thankful that we have not yet fallen under any form of 
Fascism (whether it be in the interests of one party or an- 
other) that forbids the treading upon the feet of too many 
sacred cows} that for all its short<omings Broadway audiences 
will accept nearly any kind of play, provided it has enough of 
that indefinable something that may be loosely termed vi- 
tality. 

And yet we all know that “Broadway,” used in almost any 
sense you like, is not big enough, not representative enough, 
does not, by a long shot, give us everything that we want in 
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our theatre. Yet until we can form a somewhat definite notion 
of what we require, it isn’t possible to conceive an ideal 
theatre. 

Until we know what we want, we can’t very well tell 
whether what we are getting is good or bad, in the right or in 
the wrong direction. I feel that until we have throughout our 
country a much larger number of theatres, producing as many 
different kinds of plays as we want, we shall have no very 
vigorous or important drama. Since Broadway represents only 
a very small part of America, we cannot look in that direction 
for any large or inclusive body of plays to satisfy the need 
which all good plays must satisfy if ^ama is to fulfil in us its 
chief function, which is to move us emotionally to a full 
sense of the life about us. 

Our professional theatre in New York (with certain neces- 
sary exceptions) appeals to the well-to-do j it is primarily a 
form of entertainment for the small minority of persons who 
pay income taxes or can afford lawyers to show them how to 
avoid doing so. There is no need of complaining that Broad- 
way will not listen to arguments proving that proletarian 
clerks are sweated by capitalist employers; such clerks don’t 
often go to the theatre, but their bosses do, which means that 
the bosses’ viewpoint is more likely to be set forth and main- 
tained. If Elmer Rice, who tells us he is sick and tired of 
Broadway, wishes to argue politics and economics (and there’s 
no reason why he shouldn’t), he must choose the right place 
and the right audience. 

The Theater Union, with its plays of social protest, has 
left Broadway proper and begun to find an audience that comes 
from districts some distance away from Park Avenue; the 
Group Theatre, somewhere (figuratively speaking) between 
Union Square and upper Broadway, has to struggle hard to 
make ends meet and must, as in the case of Men in White, 
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sometimes produce work that could just as well have been 
done by one of the regular producers. 

We must, therefore, if we would have a larger, a bolder, 
a more vital theatre, move out into the country} decentralize} 
strike down roots in the provinces, where the financial diffi- 
culties are less serious} above ail, we must seek new and differ- 
ent audiences, larger, simpler, less sophisticated} our theatre, 
throughout the land, if it is to be a living thing, must offer a 
hundred times as many plays as we can see in New York, 
plays of every kind, and at prices that large numbers of peo- 
ple can afford to pay. We know that at least half the entire 
population of the country can afford to patronize the movies 
and pay from twenty cents to a dollar a seat every few days. 

I cannot imagine the theatrical managers of New York 
migrating to what they consider the howling wilderness north 
of the Harlem and west of the Hudson} for good or ill, the 
Broadway crowd will remain on Broadway and go on very 
much as they have gone on in the past. 

But we have throughout America the road, stock, the sum- 
mer theatre, and the great mass of non-professionals. The first 
three categories are mostly an extension of Broadway, de- 
pending upon the metropolitan professional show business. 

As for the thousands of schools and lodges, churches and 
small dramatic clubs, I regard these as social phenomena, im- 
portant chiefly as activities that furnish every community 
with a more or less necessary form of light entertainment} 
they do, no doubt, direct a certain number of young people 
toward the college and the non-professional Little or Com- 
munity Theatres, and by and large they serve to create 
audiences. 

It is about these last that I have a few words to add. I 
believe that here, in the numerically vast world of the ama- 
teur— or let us say the non-professional, since the word ama- 
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teur has evil connotations — is the seed of a new growth 5 there 
is a little evidence here and there, among the more advanced 
Little and Community Theatres, and more particularly in the 
drama departments of a few colleges and universities, sup- 
porting my contention that an audience exists outside Broad- 
way for the sort of play that only too often cannot maintain 
itself in the centralized professional theatre, either because 
it happens not to appeal to a large enough paying ptiblic or 
because those persons in the habit of patronizing New York 
theatres demand a certain finish and sophistication in writing, 
acting, or production. 

Every season we see plays in New York which ^^fail” simply 
because there are not quite enough people to support them. 
It is absurd to think that one play can have a long run on 
receipts of twenty-five hundred dollars a week, and be re- 
garded in the show world as one of the season’s hits, while 
another takes in fifty-six hundred a week and closes in a short 
time, set down as a failure. I take these specific examples from 
the 1933-34 season. 

There are a dozen plays produced every year on Broadway 
that might attract audiences in every state in the Union if they 
had a chance, and even make money — ^if they were produced 
in the non-professional theatre. There are many more that 
never reach production-splays, too, by well known writers — 
because managers can’t afford to risk their capital, fearing 
that they will be unable to attract the necessary three to 
twenty thousand dollars’ weekly gross. I speak here not of 
the earnest, honest but misguided attempts by playwrights 
without experience 5 there are plays by Elmer Rice, Eugene 
O’Neill, Maxwell Anderson, Martin Flavin, Lynn Riggs, 
Owen Davis, Philip Barry, Paul Green, and Kenyon Nichol- 
son that have never seen the footlights. 

And there is no telling how many plays, by the established 
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writers as well as by newcomers, are never even written, which 
will of course not be offered to any manager, on Broadway 
or off. As a rule playwrights don’t go on writing unless there 
is a reasonable chance of finding an audience for what they 
write. 

It is pretty well established that where a certain sort of 
theatre exists, plays and audiences come into being to fill it. 
Antoine started in Paris with two one-act plays and a stage, 
and in ten years he changed the character of French drama5 
Brahm began in Berlin with two or three plays, and in a few 
years he had done the same thing for Germany} the Abbey 
Theatre in Dublin had only to let it be known that they wanted 
new and original plays, and Synge and the others came} the 
Provincetown players invited O’Neill to join them, and he 
stayed with them long enough to experiment and learn some 
of the fundamentals of his business. 

We have a great many young writers ready to work for the 
non-Broadway theatre, but except in a very few cases, that 
theatre is not ready for them} and meantime they either try 
to adapt their wares to Broadway or go to Hollywood. When 
Elmer Rice shook the dust of Broadway from his feet in the 
fall of 1934, there should have been a hundred provincial 
theatres ready to say to him, “We told you so! Now send us 
your new plays.” 

It is our problem to find some means of reaching an im- 
mense playgoing public that is not exclusively interested in 
the domestic difficulties of well dressed ladies and gentlemen, 
and cannot afford to pay high prices to see expensive repro- 
ductions of the interior of “Westchester” or “Long Island” 
mansions} a public which has here and there proved that it is 
willing to watch scenes and hear lines that might not attract 
so many thousands of New York playgoers as are necessary 
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to pay the absurdly high rents and wages that must be paid 
there. 

True, the non-professional theatre of our country is still 
ninety-nine per cent snobbish, timid, reactionary. Intellec- 
tually deadj it is the existence of the one per cent that gives me 
some hope. The fifteen or twenty non-professional theatres 
that have already shown initiative are pointing the way; it is 
among these that we look for signs of a new theatre; already 
this theatre has its honorable record; already it has gone to 
the playwright, the known and the unknown, and produced 
such works as Paul Green’s Tread the Green Grass; George 
O’Neil’s Something to Live For; Eugene O’Neill’s Lazarus 
Laughed; Albert Bein’s Heavenly Exfress; Edgar Lee Mas- 
ters’ Separate Maintenance and Andrew Jackson; Virgil 
Geddes’ Mud on the Hoofs; George Middleton’s Hiss! 
Boom! Blah!!! ; Maxwell Anderson’s Seawife; E. P. Conkle’s 
Mayor of Sherm Center; Martin Flavin’s Amaco and Sun- 
day; and Owen Davis’ Harbor Light, 

Is this evidence of something new, or is it the last flicker 
of an old order? 
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Arthur Hopkins began his successful career in New York as a producer 
and director in 1912. Formerly he had been in newspaper work in 
Cleveland. He produced vaudeville sketches as a preliminary to his 
activity in the legitimate theatre. Recently he has produced the screen 
adaptation of Ronald Bennett’s Great Adventure, In addition to his book. 
How* 5 Your Second Actfy he has written numerous articles on the 
theatre. 

Among his many productions are: On Trials The Deluge; A Success- 
ful Calamity; Wild Duck; Hedda Gahler; A DolPs House; The Jest; 
Richard III; Macbeth; Daddy*s Gone a-Hunting; The Claw; Anna 
Christie; The Hairy Afe; The Old Soak; Hamlet; Romeo and Juliet; 
The Laughing Lady; What Price Glory; The Second Mrs, Tanqueray; 
Close Harmony; In a Garden; Paris Bound; Machinal; Holiday; Re- 
bound; and The Passing Present, 
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In accepting a play for production the producer is at once 
confronted by his clamorings for revision. If he be too much 
of an egotist, he may lose sight of the author’s intent and in 
his mania for improvement may impose upon the creator 
some very striking ideas which should find expression in a 
totally different play. It is not unusual for one good idea to 
give birth to a totally different good idea. Both may be good 
but unrelated. 

This seeps over into dramatic criticism. Frequently critics 
quarrel with a play not for what it is but because it is not 
something else. 

Therefore, it is imperative that the producer find and be- 
lieve in the author’s intent. If he cannot do both, he should 
not produce the play. He should save his ideas for a work of 
his own. While this is obviously true, it is not easy of accom- 
plishment. There is something emotional about revision that 
subtly leads astray people of best intentions. 

When the throbbing torso of a play is laid on the table, 
the dissecting instruments are not content with exploration. 
They go in for organic reconstruction. In the reassembling, 
the heart may be left on the table, the intestines may be left 
to wither, the torso may be distended with convenient under- 
lie 
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taker’s padding. The cheeks may be rouged and lips lifted 
into a beatific smile, but disintegration has set in. 

It is a wise producer who knows how to find the author’s 
path and shove ahead on those lines. If the author’s path is 
misguided, the play should not have been accepted. 

It is not unusual for an author to leave the path that he has 
laid down for himself. Some alluring by-path beckons him, 
and he follows full tilt seeing somewhere at the end a grand 
moment that does not belong to his play. 

The old well built and forgotten French dramas that gave 
themselves up completely to the big second act curtain are 
camphory examples. Truth disappeared when the jockeying 
for the big moment began. 

As anyone who has collaborated well knows, one idea in- 
variably releases another dozen. It is in the selection of these 
that writers must be careful. So with a producer. If he be a 
person of even slight imagination, the author’s ideas release 
in him a score of unsuspected clamorings which, if he is with- 
out compass, he will seek to impose. Each of them may have 
merit, and yet none of them be of the slightest value to the 
work in hand. 

There is a Pandora’s box of the mind that is better left 
unopened. 

How are these pitfalls to be avoided? In the first place 
by the greatest hesitancy of the producer to tamper with a 
work which he has found upon first reading to have au- 
thenticity. In the second place by finding sympathetic contact 
with the author’s work so that changes he may suggest are a 
furthering of the author’s aim rather than a deflection of it. 

It is not always necessary that an author be able to justify 
the trend of his play or the reaction of his characters. These 
can easily be right and stiU not susceptible of explanation. 
Anyone who has writteo at all knows well that characters 
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sometimes have their way and frequently a way quite sur- 
prising to the author. The author who knows at all times 
exactly what his characters wiU say is unlikely to be the 
parent of anything remotely profound. 

There is a mediumship in writing, and those who have never 
surrendered to it cannot possibly know the exhilaration of 
creative release. Portrait painters frequently find their sub- 
ject taking on the most unexpected expressions, sometimes too 
evil for comfort, yet to all appearances the face has not 
changed. Writing is a form of portraiture. No one can foresee 
how deep the unrestrained pencil may pierce. It is not an in- 
strument to be picked up lighdy. The wielder must have the 
courage to pursue its lacerations. 

The producer finds himself in the depths of portraiture. 
He, too, must not shrink at the sight of great terror or great 
grandeur. 

Once the embarkation is made, the producer must be will- 
ing to follow the course, wherever it leads. Always he must 
have his eye glued to the readings of the author’s intent. The 
minor details then fall away. Readings, gestures, movement 
have little import. Has the producer got firm hold of the 
author’s idea? If he has, he will bring the play into safe har- 
bor. If not, he will leave it foundermg at sea. 
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THE DIRECTOR 

by 

Brock Pemberton 

When a play has been written, accepted for production, and 
' players have been cast for its parts, it does not automatically 
translate itself to the stage. Someone must engineer the process 
of transmutation, and the one who does is called the director. 
It is the director’s task, to fuse play, players, settings, prop- 
erties, and costumes into a homogeneous whole, to perfect a 
microcosm from intellectual, spiritual, and physical elements. 
The task is at once one of the most difficult and important 
assignments in the theatre. 

It is only within the last two decades, in America at least, 
that the director has become a personage. In an earlier day, 
when the theatre was a more personal institution, managers 
achieved fame through the excellence of their productions, 
the skill of their players, and the quality of their plays, but 
since the physical accessories of stages were much less complex 
and the routine of performance more stylized, usually fol- 
lowing a conventional pattern, the director was a sort of 
graduate stage manager and was more or less submerged. 

When Ajnerican critics of the drama discovered the di- 
rector, they so glorified him that now half of the young men 
and women who annually descend upon the theatre aspire to 
become directors. Too many of them do, unfortunately for 
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the stage, for while a few have some of the necessary qualifica- 
tions, the majority have not the essential temperament, talent, 
or training. 

In England a play is ‘^produced” instead of ^^irected,” and 
the one who performs the service is called producer instead of 
director. The English nomenclature is happier because it is 
more comprehensive. In America directors are divided into, 
two general classes, producers who direct their own offerings 
and directors hired by producers. Since the director should 
have complete supervision over the script from the time it is 
delivered by the author till the curtain has been rung up and, 
for that matter, down, the felicity of the English terminology 
is apparent. 

The adage that plays are rewritten rather than written may 
be hackneyed, but it remains true. The director should know 
whether a script is ready to be acted, and if it is not, he should 
be competent to assist in correcting its faults. He need not be 
an author himself, although some of our best directors are 
dramatists, and even if he has writing ability, it may not avail 
him anything because of the strict prohibition in the standard 
contract issued by the Dramatists^ Guild of America, a con- 
tract governing the professional production of every play, 
against the change of a single word without the written con- 
sent of the author. This prohibition is zealously guarded by 
incompetent as well as competent dramatists. The wise author 
is willing to take good advice from any quarter, and the wise 
director is not willing to accept an assignment unless he be- 
lieves the manuscript is ready or its creator wise. 

Failure to determine these alternatives too often leads to 
disaster. Many plays are wrecked because of the misappre- 
hension that they can be fixed at rehearsal, a critical period 
which finds the author either obdurate or incompetent. In 
the former predicament there is no hope 3 in the latter if he is 
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reasonable and the producing forces know their job, the neces- 
sary rewriting can be done. Infrequently a formidable pro- 
ducer rides roughshod over the dramatist and his protecting 
contractural phrases, and again another may take advantage 
of circumstances to make him listen to reason, as did the one 
who called off rehearsals after they were under way until 
the promised revisions had been made. But the rehearsal 
period should be kept free for perfecting performances, a 
difficult and sometimes impossible job if the text is not set. 

There are two general schools of direction with almost as 
many variations from the norm of each as there are indi- 
viduals. In the one are those who visualize completely every 
detail in advance 5 in the other, those who let the performance 
develop itself at rehearsals. 

The former will be considered first since a review of this 
method will disclose the full activities of a good director. 
Most authors interlard their scripts with stage directions or 
business presumably to aid the director. In the case of im- 
aginative or experienced playwrights the practice achieves 
the desired result, but too frequently the contributions have 
to be discarded as impractical or the opposite of what they 
should be. This is particularly true of interpretative direc- 
tions, for it is a curious fact that many authors can write a 
telling scene on the stage. It is a fairly safe rule, then, to 
delete all such arrows as “smilingly,” “hissingly,” and “with 
great hauteur” before the parts are made and distributed to the 
actors, because first impressions are often hard to eradicate. 

The first business of the director, once the play has been 
adjudged ready for rehearsal, is to select his cast. Some or- 
ganizations have casting directors whose sole duty is to know 
talent through performance or personal contact. A competent 
director while not discounting expert advice from any source 
should be a judge of acting, an appraiser of personality and 
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temperament. He should have a flair for visualizing the effect 
created by the bestowal of the endowments of an individual -on 
the creation of an author. If he demands less than the best, 
his reputation will suffer. 

With the cast corralled, his next session is wdth the scenic 
designer. This is extremely important, for many an excellent 
artist, if given his head, will sink a play with a millstone of 
scenery. Settings are sometimes so beautiful or elaborate that 
the ear cannot overcome the eye’s distraction. This is especially 
true in the case of fragile comedies, which frequently of late, 
as the talent and skill of our designers have increased, have 
been smothered in beauty. Color is important. Dark lugubrious 
walls can blunt the wisest retort, and a chill, cold room can 
subdue the most passionate scene. Until a few years ago little 
attention was paid to modern clothes worn by actresses. The 
usual procedure was for the producer to budget their ward- 
robe and let them shift for themselves. The result was apt to 
be ludicrous and horrible. Nowadays experts reconcile line and 
color to personality, mood, and setting. 

Even more important than these details is determining the 
ground plans, for until the floor space, the location of open- 
ings, the choice and disposition of props and furniture have 
been decided, no movement can be charted. The furniture 
must be practical as well as suitable and decorative. A divan 
must not be too squashy or too hard, too high or too low. The 
arms of a chair must be strong if an actor is to sit on them 
and not eventually on the floor. Since dranaa is conflict, con- 
flict is action, and action is movement, the placing of the 
physical objects must be such as to allow visibility, freedom of 
movem ent, variety of grouping. The practicality of swift 
scene changes must be provided for. In these cinematic days 
tedious waits are apt to kill a play, and the wise director must 
know whether workable and adequate machinery is planned. 
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These preliminaries out of the way, the cast is then as- 
sembled for the first rehearsal, which is scheduled according 
to the date set for the opening. Under the standard contract 
issued by the Actors’ Equity Association four weeks of free 
rehearsals are allowed for a dramatic production. This period 
may be divided into two parts by out-of-town performances if 
the New York premiere immediately follows the second 
period. Unless the play is complex or there are casting or re- 
write problems, three weeks’ rehearsal time is ample for the 
average play. 

At the first rehearsal the parts are distributed} then seated 
around a table, and aided by the relaxation and freedom from 
self-consciousness that comes when one has a table top to lean 
on and to hide one’s legs (however handsome), the actors read 
aloud. Some authors and directors claim the prerogative of 
the first reading. This may be the first time many of the cast 
have heard the play. Likewise it may be the best reaction the 
play ever gets. Certainly no subsequent audience will ever 
have as much at stake. So many trusting souls have been mis- 
led by actors’ reactions that this superstition has become estab- 
lished — ^if the actors like the play inordinately, beware of 
failure. 

The length of the reading period is arbitrary. It may be 
brief, or the players may be kept off their feet several days. 
This is the time to catch word repetitions or other minor faults 
in the script, to standardize and correct pronunciations, espe- 
cially of proper names or foreign phrases, to set inflections 
and readings. 

The actors then walk through the first act. Stage braces 
form the outline of the set} the pickup pieces of furniture con- 
sisting of wobbly chairs and Leon Errol-legged tables which 
haimt the wings of any stage, stand where the real furnish- 
ings will later repose. The general movements have been 



192 OUR THEATRE TODAY 

included in the parts, and reading these frequently aloud 
between their dialogue, the actors stumble through lines and 
movements. 

As quickly as possible the actors memorize their lines so 
that they may put down their typed parts. By the time they 
are able to give the act from memory, the business has been 
pretty definitely set 5 movements, positions, groupings, and 
postures have been registered, and the players are ready to 
concentrate on their characterizations. The director now 
deserts the stage for the auditorium, and once the act has 
begun to flow, he desists from interrupting to counsel or 
criticize, and instead takes notes to be given at the end of the 
act. 

When the players are fairly glib, which should be at the 
end of a few days, the same process is followed with the sec- 
ond act. The first is by no means dropped, but as it approaches 
completion, less time is devoted to it and more to the new 
material. The third act follows in turn, till toward the end 
of the second week, in the ordinary schedule of rehearsals, 
parts are out of the players’ hands, and they are ready to put 
the finishing touches to their performances. 

The time when hand props are introduced and the per- 
formance is placed within the settings depends on the pro- 
ducer’s ability to afford these luxuries. Among the unfair 
rules of labor which have fastened themselves on the theatre 
during the ascendancy of union labor in the past thirty years 
is one that a crew must be held under pay after a setting has 
been put up through the whole period of its use, and another 
that property men must be paid whenever hand props or the 
regular furnishings are used. 

At some point, however, if only on the day of the opening, 
a full performance should be given. Before this event the 
director must see that the scenes are properly hung, set, and 
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dressed, that the lighting conforms to the time elements of 
the play, preserves its moods, and achieves the highest pic- 
torial .values without sacrificing playing ones. Cues for light 
changes must be rehearsed, and care taken to have the proper 
intensity of light on playing areas. This is accomplished by 
having someone move through the focal points and assume 
the various attitudes of the players. Modern stage lighting is 
a complex science and a highly developed art that can add 
mightily to a production. 

When the lighting is fixed, make-ups are tested, and a cos- 
tume parade proves whether the wardrobes harmonize with 
themselves and the background. A time-saving process, espe- 
cially if props and settings are a last minute luxury, is to jump 
through the play for action only, omitting all lines that do not 
carry movement. Whether to leave a door open or to close it 
after an entrance or exit, where to find a match for the 
ubiquitous cigarette, how fast to ascend to have steps and 
speech synchronously carry the speaker off, how to sip a drink 
and not delay the action, to eat your cake and have your 
speech — ^these and countless other bits, heretofore ghost mo- 
tions, must be blended with the physical reality of things. Set- 
tings help the player visualize the play, and some of the less 
imaginative seem to understand what it is all about for the 
first time when they find themselves within the scene. Few 
of them have any difficulty in adjusting themselves to their 
new surroundings. The ability to ^^suit the action to the word, 
and the word to the action” and to handle props is by no means 
universal, since bodily coordination, one of the requisites for 
good acting, is a rare gift. 

The dress rehearsal has arrived. The curtain ascends, and 
unless an emergency presents itself, the act is run off without 
interruption. The director, swallowed up somewhere in the 
dark reaches of the auditorium, pencil and pad in hand, scrib- 
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bles wildly as points new and old present themselves to ear 
and eye. Most of them are probably old, either incurable 
faults or those the tension of the occasion has uncovered. After 
each act or perhaps at the end of the performance there is a 
huddle, notes are given, impressions exchanged, enthusiasms 
inflated. This is the pep talk before the game for dear old alma 
mater. 

With variations this is the routine of one school. The 
principal difference in method of the other is that the director 
has not developed his details in advance. He has done little 
more home work than the actors. The extreme exponents even 
eliminate the full reading. Given the general geography of 
the settings, the players are allowed to find their way about as 
instinct or inspiration suggests. The director is the referee, and 
when the effects that strike his fancy transpire, he selects and 
registers them. The burden is not always passed entirely to 
the players. If the director is not an absolute charlatan with- 
out sincerity, industry, or resourcefulness, he will anticipate 
as well as edit the results. The one pitfall to be avoided is not 
to relinquish authority by allowing points to be debated or 
decisions questioned. 

A line might be drawn in another direction to divide di- 
rectors into two other groups. The inhabitants of each would 
then be characterized as the good and the bad, the craftsmen 
and the fakers, the sheep and the goats. The good director has 
been described. The interloper is usually one who sells his 
services. The incompetent producer-director cannot long sur- 
vive because of the inexorable law of diminishing bankrolls. 
If the faker is merely a hired man, he may flourish indefinitely, 
as often he is a consummate actor. His performances usually 
coincide with the visits of his boss. He is the survivor of the 
old megaphone school of directors. He browbeats his actors, 
goes into trances better to feel their auras, demands pear- 
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shaped or orchid tones, and performs similar tricks calculated 
to annihilate with envy an ordinary exhibitionist. A cross- 
breed of this type is the producer who contributes a couple 
of inflections and poses as the director. 

It is impossible to impose any more rigid classification be- 
cause every director is a law unto himself. The results may be 
equally good whatever the method since the sum total is 
compounded largely of human emotions, personalities, and 
temperaments. A good play can be heightened by good direc- 
tion and may survive bad direction, while a poor play may 
be made less poisonous but can scarcely be saved by good 
direction. Generally a good director shines if play and players 
possess quality j if the play is meretricious, both players and 
director are apt to be considered inadequate. It is a fact that 
few people not of the theatre can unscramble characterization, 
performance, personality, direction. A fair actor in a well- 
written part rightly placed is hailed as a genius, and a star in 
a badly written role is made insecure from head-shakings. 
Only those who witness the unfolding of a play from typed 
part to full-blown performance can know the director’s con- 
tribution, can guess’ the boundless energy, patience, enthu- 
siasm, and imagination he contributes. 




MY METHOD OF DIRECTING 


LEGITIMATE NOTES ON STAGE DIRECTION 
IN THE ILL LEGITIMATE THEATRE 

by 

Melville Burke 



In addition to numerous productions in New York, Melville Burke 
has directed stock companies in the principal cities ' o£ the United 
States, He was director of the Art Theatre, St. Louis, 1915—165 manag- 
ing director of the Municipal Theatre, Northampton, Massachusetts, 
1916-185 general director for the Stuart Walker Company, 1923-25; 
managing director of Elitch Gardens, Denver, Colorado, 1925—295 and 
with the Fox Film Corporation, 1929-31. During the summer months 
Mr, Burke is managing director for the Lakewood Summer Theatre, 
Skowhegan, Maine, and for the Newport Casino, Newport, Rhode 
Island. 

Among his New York productions are the following: Efisode; Ex^ 
cess Baggage; Precious; Tonight at Twelve; Just to Remind You; 
A Saturday Night; A Perfect Marriage; A Church Mouse; Privilege 
Car; Adam Had Two Sons; Queer Peofle; and All Rights Reserved, 



MY METHOD OF DIRECTING 

LEGITIMATE NOTES ON STAGE DIRECTION 
IN THE ILL LEGITIMATE THEATRE 

by 

Melville Burke 

The theatre is ill, acutely ill, less from new disorders than 
from those chronic ailments it has suffered through its 
longevous, diversified, and complex existence. Delicately per- 
ceptive, since its development from early religious cere- 
monials, it always has paralleled the public state of mind, re- 
flecting its strength and weakness through the physical and 
mental aspects of civilized progress. It has ever emerged 
from infirmities, stronger, more productive — ^Promethean} 
and it will rise up from its present sick bed, wiser, richer, 
finer, for having been purged again of the germs of incompe- 
tence, mediocrity, and over zealous psychiatry, the cultures of 
economic depression. 

The most serious result of the present theatre depression, 
other than the hardships endured individually and collectively 
by members of the profession, is the practical annihilation of 
all media for the proper trying of young directors, actors, 
and technicians. The theatre, with the exception of various 
amateur groups, has ceased to exist beyond the limits of a few 
. of the larger cities. That most practical of all training schools, 

199 



200 


OUR THEATRE TODAY 

the stock company, for reasons obvious enough, no longer 
functions, while the dramatic school, frequently operated by 
inexperienced theorists, never has been fully credited with 
practical instruction. There remains only the New York pro- 
duction which theoretically should be closed to the inexperi- 
enced j unfortunately, in times of depression, it is not. The 
shrewd, established manager cuts down production rather than 
face almost certain losses j good plays are hard to find, as even 
the skillful playwright is influenced by temporal destitution. 
Theatres are dark and rents are low. Responsible manage- 
ments retire in favor of petty promoters who with little finan- 
cial backing, a poor play, and a cast of players who are willing 
to work for practically nothing, flood the production field. 
Here is opportunity for inexperience. Because they ask little 
in compensation, many talented, ambitious, and hopeful ap- 
prentices find themselves in positions which they are not 
qualified to fill. They move from one failure to another, un- 
complaining and content, gaining confidence and assurance 
through what they think is recognition but hampered by the 
fact that they do not know their business, regardless of how 
innately sensitive they may be of it. Acting and direction may 
be an art, but two-thirds of each is craftsmanship. 

Craftsmanship ! The foundation upon which is builded pro- 
ficiency in any art. Essential to the actor, it is this mastery of 
mechanical skill which is the structural basis of stage direction. 
Varied in scope, it includes a knowledge of the limitations of 
the stage, a first hand acquaintance with stage lighting, scenic 
design, the proper preparation of the manuscript, theatre ad- 
ministration, and the technique of acting and casting, an acute 
development of the power of visualization, the ability to con- 
vey direction to the actor with clarity and brevity, and an 
understanding of all the devices, tricks, and conceits used for 
effects in the theatre. This technical knowledge is a necessity 
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before the director can bring adequately into usage his creative 
imagination faculties, the emotional approach to the theme, 
the mood and the interpretation of the play. These qualities 
establish the grade of the director, that instinctive feeling for 
or sensitiveness to interpretation, but I doubt if anyone has 
reached a lasting recognition without a thorough technical 
background. 

A director must guide rather than propel his actors through 
a performance. Someone has said that a play is a sort of 
glorified prize fight, and so it is 5 the director is the referee, 
whose job is to see that the rules are observed and that the 
performers keep up their foot work. The actor must have 
latitude and initiative to be held in check only when his attack 
is destructive to the unity, coherence, and emphasis of the 
director's and the author^s design. An actor’s creation of char- 
acter may be excellent as a unit but destructive in its relation 
to other characters in the play. His interest is in playing one 
part — his part — and he is incapable of judging his relation to 
the whole structure. He must be guided not arbitrarily but 
suggestively. His interpretation of the lines must bring out 
the exact meaning which the author intended through requisite 
emphasis, inflection, phrasing, and pausings this is reading. 
His feeling for ■ the eloquence of the pause must result 
rhythmically from the emotional reaction which establishes his 
mood. Tempo and rhythm are extremely important principles 
in the projection of a scene. An action establishes a tempo, 
slow or fast, which, in turn, sets a rhythm to accompany it. 
Change the tempo, and the rhythm adjusts itself to the new 
time. A director can regulate an actor’s tempo without diffi- 
culty because it is a purely mental process, but rhythm is 
emotional and rests largely within the actor’s impulse. Cli- 
maxes must progress slowly so that their force is not spent be- 
fore they reach their peak, and the director must be ever 
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watchful of contrast in playing so that the performance is 
projected in light and shade. 

There are various methods of direction, none necessarily 
better than the other, all dependent upon the individuality 
of the director. Only result matters. 

The first task of the director after reading the play, pro- 
vided his reaction to it is favorable, is to discuss it carefully 
with the author and producer so that all are in mutual agree- 
ment relative to its interpretation. Ideally he should never 
consent to stage a play unless he is sympathetic to it, but un- 
fortunately Fate has usually tossed his ideals on the fires of 
his youth where they were consumed. All changes in manu- 
script should be made before putting the play into rehearsal j 
of necessity there will be minor changes during rehearsal, 
additions here and deletions there, as it is practically impos- 
sible to space scenes rhythmically without seeing them in 
action. The next step is casting, and this should be done most 
carefully to obviate changes during the early period of re- 
hearsals. A director will pencil in, opposite the names of the 
characters, the names of players whose talents and type make 
them suitable considerations. The practice of interviewing 
large numbers of actors is a frightful waste of time. It is 
better to select a capable, intelligent, and responsible casting 
agent, requesting not more than three names for each charac- 
ter, choosing from this list and his own a tentative cast. After 
the necessary interviews and the discussion of business agree- 
ments with the manager, the final assignments are made. The 
director is now ready to discuss with the scenic designer, from 
the ground plans laid out by the former, the designs for the 
settings, the properties, and the trimmings. The designer, 
who is (or should be) familiar with the manuscript, will have 
constructive ideas, many of which the director will accept 
gladly. The settings are merely the atmospheric backgrounds 
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of the play, should be in key with it, and should never be- 
come conspicuous as scenery. As most scenic designers expect 
to have a hand in the lighting, the wise director will insist on 
the approval of the lighting set-up. The designer is concerned 
with a lighting which will present his setting most favorably, 
and the director with one which will bring out the values of 
the play. The whole subject of stage lighting is too exhaustive 
to be even sketched in a chapter of this nature, but it should be 
said that the modern trend toward overhead and spotlight 
zoning wherein the stage is a variegated mass of brilliant 
light and stygian shadow is a very trying medium for both 
actor and audience and seldom has aided in the success of any 
play. 

With these preparatory but important arrangements com- 
pleted, the director is now ready to study in detail his manu- 
script, visualizing the action of the play, planning and plotting 
the movements and mechanics of the actors, seeing the play 
unfold itself as in performance, keeping all in the key and 
mood of his interpretative design. A director should be thor- 
oughly conversant with his manuscript before his first re- 
hearsal, but there are several directors of reputation in New 
York so delicately balanced emotionally that they mtist face 
their first rehearsal free from all preconceived concepts, giving 
the play but a cursory reading and relying upon their exalted 
and extraordinary inventive capacity to bring their play into 
flower. It may be added that this method of dramatic horti- 
culture requires the liberal use of fertilizer. 

The first rehearsal should be devoted to the reading of the 
play by the actors, rather than by the director or author, be- 
cause it is well not to suggest readings or interpretations 
which the actor, in his desire to please, may imitate, and be- 
cause' it is difficult to hold the undivided attention of the 
group to readings of this sort. It is important that all members 
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of the company, regardless of the importance of their parts, 
should know the entire play. 

Several successful directors believe in prolonging this read- 
ing through a period of ten days or more. The weakness in 
this method is that the anticipated absorption of the play, the 
amalgamation of actor into character, is seldom accomplished, 
and the coordination of the action to the word is too long 
delayed. Tone, vocal light and shade, tempo, pace, can be 
accomplished more easily in action, all being irrevocably re- 
lated. It is not unusual to find actors whose readings are 
satisfactory while seated about a table, who become hopeless 
when they begin “to walk.” Excellent interpretative readers 
often fail utterly when obliged to coordinate physical move- 
ment and emotional registration with speech. A successful 
platform reader is not necessarily a successful actor. The 
method leads to unnecessary delay. 

Progress in rehearsal depends on physical, mental, and 
emotional balance, and it is logical to consider them in se- 
quence} in the second or third rehearsal get the play into 
action, laying out the mechanical movements, and the physical 
aspects of the performance. This has been planned precisely 
and mathematically by the director whose chief care has been 
to see that no movement is made without proper motivation. 
The practice of unnecessary movement to animate dull scenes 
is dishonest and emphasizes bad writing} nor are the skillf ul 
devices of stage trickery successful antidotes to poisonous 
scenes. If the author is unable to remedy the fault, the safe 
procedure is to “star” the scene, to force it in relief rather than 
to try guiltily to slur over it, as this method immediately ex- 
poses its weakness. Scenes should be gone over and over until 
the mechanics are set and the whole play has been covered. 
During this period the director is not concerned with readings 
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or interpretations of character, but the attention is centered 
solely on movement. 

A method dear to the hearts of youthful experimentalists 
or to managers and producers who feel they have ^^an ear for 
direction’^ is to leave the mechanics and business of the play 
to the actors, whose mood will subconsciously guide their 
movements more subtly than the prearranged plans of the 
director, which cramp their impulse and disturb their intui- 
tion. 

* “Where shall I go?” asks the actor of Mr. on his en- 

trance. 

“Where would you like to go?” says Mr. . 

“Well — I don’t know,” responds the puzzled actor, 

“Don’t be absurd. You have just returned from your ofSce 
after a trying day. You wearily enter your own living room. 
Why ask me where to go? It’s your home 5 you are thor- 
oughly familiar with every object in the room. Go where you 
please.” This, from Mr. . 

The actor in an agony of indecision moves to below a table 
wondering what he will do in the ensemble scene soon to fol- 
low, or if he is an actor of skill and assurance, he will select 
a spot which will put him at a definite advantage over his 
confreres on their entrance. The actor instead of concentrating 
on the immediate scene is appalled at the prospect of the en- 
semble scene with ten players all moving about on impulse. 

The weakness in Mr. h theory is that the living room 

is not the actor’s but that of a character which he is inter- 
preting, and he is not thoroughly familiar with it, despite the 

detailed word picture Mr. has drawn of it. It’s Mr. 

’s roomj he has created it with the able assistance of the 

author and the scenic designer. Regardless of how skillful 
Mr. may be in his descriptive style, he will find that the 
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actor’s picture of the setting is a somewhat hazy blur, limited 
to approximate entrances and the positions of a few pieces of 
workable furniture. Most actors, and good ones, too, are 
thoroughly amazed when they first see the completed scene. 
The actor may not feel like moving at all, as the business in 
his part specifically states that he is weary j so he decides to 
sit down, where he feels justified in staying until he makes 
an exit or until the curtain drops. What this decision may do 
to the other players is obvious. A director of this school, in 
a recent Broadway production, suddenly became conscious of 
an artful juvenile who had managed to plant a chair in the 
center of the stage and himself in it. 

“Harold, what are you doing with your feet?” 

■ “I don’t know. What do you want me to do with them?” 
asked the outraged youth. 

“Well, I don’t know what I want you to do with them, but 
I don’t want you to do that,” was the helpful and withering 
response. 

It was this same director, who, dissatisfied with an actress’s 
reading, asked her to say “North Dakota.” This she did in a 
variety of keys, .when suddenly the director cried, “That’s 
it That’s the tone I wish you to use throughout the play.” 

It is apparent that this method of direction produces per- 
formances with no variety of action, no shift of stage pictures 
and vitality. It entails a frightful waste of time, as the actors, 
finding themselves in utter confusion, spend hours of needless 
discussion in an attempt to find a way out. But the devastating 
argument against the whole theory is the fact that the method 
admits of the realization of a dramatic composition and ignores 
the limitations of the theatre. No play can be realized — can 
be a real experience. It is a painting, rather than a photograph, 
deliberately devised for definite effects, high lighted and ex- 
aggerated to suit the devices of the theatre. Poetically, it is an 
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expression of life translated into the terms of art. As the 
play is written and prepared for presentation with deliberate 
design, in the same manner as a musical composition, the di- 
rector should have the same constant control of the actor as 
has the conductor of the orchestra of his musicians. Imagine 
the havoc of this method in orchestral interpretation. It is the 
function of the director properly to visualize the “natural im- 
pulse” for action suggested by the scenes so that the per- 
formance will be lighted and shaded with a variety of move- 
ment and action rhythmically suited to the moods of the actors. 
The actor’s freedom must be limited to the director’s plan as 
a whole j this the actor cannot know, and the unlimited free- 
dom of this method leads inevitably to the actor’s overstep- 
ping his limitations. The method is illogical, leads to con- 
fusion, delays progress, and puts a burden upon the actor 
he never should be expected to bear. 

The mechanics set, the director can best conduct rehearsals 
from the auditorium where he may view the play from the 
proper perspective and see it through the eye of the audience. 
Characterization, readings, tone, rhythm in playing and in 
line, emphasizing values, building for effects, timing of lines 
and business, tempo, necessary alterations in mechanics, de- 
mand his watchful eye and ear. Any attempt to set pace must 
be delayed until the performance begins to take form. It is 
now that the actor should be given his greatest freedom, 
being checked only when he is in error and guided in his own 
development as inconspicuously, yet as forcefully as possible. 
The director must be ready to back his suggestions or his de- 
mands with logical reasons and should have the faculty of 
simply and clearly explaining his ideas to the actor. No actor 
can execute effectually critical suggestion unless he has fully 
understood it. To be sure, there are actors who, in their zeal 
to please, get the idea before the director has expressed it, a 
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well meaning but annoying trait. It is not enough to tell an 
actor to do this or to do thatj he must know why the request 
is made. The ability to convey ideas speedily and lucidly is 
one of a director’s most valuable qualities. The method of 
playing varies greatly with the style of writings the psy- 
chologic or realistic play demands an infinitely more subtle 
attack than does the theatric play constructed for situations 
and effects. In the one, the playing is largely for the ear — in 
the other, for the eye. In comedy and tragedy, situations arise 
through character — in farces and melodrama, situations are 
devised for effects and have little or nothing to do with char- 
acter j so ''quite obviously the m'anner of playing is greatly 
divergent. One is a drawing from life, and the other is a 
cartoon of life. 

Actors are of two kinds. One accomplishes his effects 
through mental processes which he projects through a well 
planned, skillful, technical attack, while the other relies on his 
instincts and his emotional reactions to situations to mould 
his characterization. The performance of the first, while ac- 
curate and jForceful, must be watched in an effort to soften the 
precision of its mathematical structure j the second, motivated 
by purely emotional urge, may go overboard. The greatest 
actors never have been intellectuals 3 they have been simple, 
primitive persons untroubled with inhibitions, instinctive, un- 
interrogative, but delicately sensitive to tremendous depths of 
feeling, and capable of holding the audience completely under 
their spell. 

Actors must believe in the play. It is possible to give a 
moving and gripping performance of a tawdry drama if the 
actors’ faith in it is unchallenged. The same play, performed 
by technicians who see its every defect, is a glaring ex- 
hibition of its weaknesses. The sincerity resulting from whole- 
hearted faith may not be able to move mountains, but it will 
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move audiences. The revival of the primitive and the ele- 
mental appeal in the theatre would go a long way toward 
retrieving an interest in it. 

Assuming that the performance has reached the stage where 
it has taken definite form, it is time to set its pace, its rate of 
progress as a whole, slow or swift, depending upon the char- 
acter of the play. In the psychologic or realistic play it is 
slower, of course, than in the artificial play of situation. It is a 
restless and impatient age in which we live, and rapidity of 
pace is almost stylized. Speed allows an audience little time 
for thought, and as the ear is much slower to function than 
the eye, many a dull play has been vitalized in this way. But 
the character of the action alone should determine the speed 
of playing. 

A few days before the dress rehearsal, it is an illuminating 
practice to ask the ladies and gentlemen of the company to be 
seated and to devote quietly an hour or so to cool reflection 
on the seemingly unimportant events and situations occurring 
off stage during the action of the play, which so frequently are 
the causations of the effects that occur on. The actor largely 
concerns himself only with what he has to do while on the 
stage, and seldom gives a thought to what he is doing while 
off. He enters and exits on certain cues because it is so written 
in his part or because he has been directed to do so 5 but why 
he enters at that precise time or what he was doing before 
he enters seldom seems worthy of his consideration’. Now the 
function of this exercise is to force the actor into a more 
comprehensive understanding of the character he is creating, 
and to ask him to pretend to play his part before his entrance 
and through all periods when he is off the stage. He instantly 
and exhaustively rounds out his performance and fully ex- 
plains to himself his actions and reactions while on. Incon- 
sistencies and discrepancies in the writing will often be ex- 
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posed. Let us Imagine by way of illustration that the play 
opens revealing a handsome library, the focal object, other 
than the vast rows of books in cases along the walls, a massive 
desk at the left of the stage. A door opens upstage and a 
butler enters carrying a bowl of phlox which he tenderly, 
almost reverently, places on the desk suggesting that it is a 
daily ritual. He Is lost in the sheer enjoyment of the ceremony 
as the mistress of the house enters and surveys him with 
annoyance. 

The Mistress: Collins, I’ve repeatedly told you I can’t stand 
the sight of phlox. Take them away immediately. 

Collins: But the master is so fond of them that I thought — 

The Mistress: You are not here to think, Collins, but to obey. 
Take them away. 

Collins: Very good, madame. {Regretfully he exits with the 
bowl of -phlox.) 

It is obvious from this scene that the play deals with peo- 
ple of means, that the room revealed is a fevorite haunt of 
the Master and that the relationship between husband and 
wife is not altogether congenial. But there Is more to it than 
this, for the opening scene is related to what has happened 
before the curtain rises and possibly to a number of scenes 
which follow. If the actor playing the butler is asked why 
he entered the door, right center, he will usually respond 
because he was so directed. As the response is inadequate, the 
director will supplement his first question by asking the actor 
where he came from. This usually elicits, “From off stage.” 
It is then explained that the house Is a large one, the stage 
setting but one room, and that it is possible that other rooms 
have a definite bearing on the action that unfolds in this one, 
and that the butler has a definite and varied relation to e ach 
section of the house. It is important that the actor know 
where the butler was before he entered the library. Through 
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persistent interrogation it is finally agreed that he was in the 
butler’s pantry, arranging the phlox in the bowl, having 
gathered it with his own hands in the garden, that the house- 
keeper reminded him that the Madame had warned him 
never to put phlox on the Master’s desk, that a wordy quarrel 
ensued in which the housekeeper threatened to teU Madame 
of his intolerable behavior, the result of which was the real- 
ization that he stood alone in his loyalty to the Master. Not 
all these facts are apparent from the opening scene, but let 
us assume that they could be deduced from other scenes in 
the play. It is perceivable that the manner of the butler’s en- 
trance with these facts clearly in mind would be vastly differ- 
ent from one in which he merely held the thought of an* 
entrance right center with a bowl of flowers. In this manner 
the questionnaire continues with every actor in the play, 
revealing details of “off stage” character and situation, ex- 
panding characterizations, clarifying situations, and materially 
augmenting the players’ understanding of the story. It takes 
a good play to stand up under this minute examination. 

With the dress rehearsal the director’s task is almost com- 
plete. He is eager to perform the play before an audience to 
determine whether its reactions will be what he expects them 
to be — ^what he has planned they should be. He is frequently 
disappointed as there are sceijes that do not play, comedy that 
fails, climaxes that are static, curtains that are flat, and in- 
numerable other unexpected reactions. It is customary to ar- 
range such trial performances either by booking the attraction 
out of town for several weeks or by giving a series of in- 
vitation performances at the theatre where the play is to be 
presented in New York. These are vitally essential as no di- 
rector can be certain of audience response, and it is during this 
period that he is striving to make its reaction what he wants 
it to be. So, through persistent experiment in performance, 



212 


OUR THEATRE TODAY 

changes are made in script and playing, until the proper audi- 
ence reactions are assured. Especially is the tryout period neces- 
sary in farce, melodrama, and comedy. So fine is the line of 
distinction that melodramas have been received as farces. 

Directors are accused frequently of deliberate obscurity of 
method, of pompous exhibitionism, of bombastic fads and 
fancies, of being “full of sound and fury, signifying nothing,” 
of employing fantastic affectations and conceits with the 
ostensible purpose of focusing attention upon themselves. 
These accusations usually come from actors who desire com- 
pletely to fill the public eye and seldom from managers or 
critics who are profoundly impressed by them. There is in 
business and in most professions what is called “the profes- 
sional manner,” a mode of personal expression designed art- 
fully and profoundly to impress the world with the im- 
portance of one’s occupation} it is not necessarily damning to 
one’s capacity or competence} it is merely a form of salesman- 
ship} but it requires the greatest perspicacity in its use. It can 
make one ridiculous. 

The director who tells the actor, “You are giving it to me 
green and I’ve tojd you I want it yellow,” or the one who 
asks for “pear-shaped tones” or he who sits with his head 
buried in his hands while an actor makes repeated entrances 
through a door, shouting, “I don’t feel you. Do it again,” or 
the one who asks the company to stand facing a stage wall 
with heads bowed and eyes closed for five minutes’ concen- 
tration, or he who asks the actor to stroke a piece of velvet 
before making an entrance, or the one who answers every 
question with, “What do you think, darling?” or he who tele- 
phones his directions to the stage manager from a complicated 
tower rising from the center of the auditorium — ^these gentle- 
men have lost their perspicacity} they have become comedians. 

Despite the fact that every American theatre-goer is a con- 
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scious critic, he has vague and erroneous views of the function 
of a stage director. Because he is unseen and unheard, he be- 
comes unimportant and uninteresting. If the play is well 
directed, the theatre-goer will not think of him, as good 
direction never obtrudes itself any more than good acting 
becomes deliberately conspicuous. If the direction is bad, the 
audience will sense itj if it is good, the audience will have no 
apprehension of it at all. Fine direction is forceful and com- 
pelling, seemingly intuitive, never prominent. 

Plays of expansive atmospheric background, spectacular in 
character, permitting large casts and striking scenery are 
looked upon as directors’ holidays. A firm discrimination to 
preserve balance and proportion is necessary to prevent the 
director from losing himself and his play in a welter of 
atmospheric verisimilitude 5 the temptation to ^^star one’s 
self” is too great to be resisted, and very frequently, fine, 
intimate, and delicate plays have been buried in the director’s 
atmospheric ingenuities. It is only on rare occasions that a 
play demanding stylization permits the hand of the director 
to be seen consciously at work. 

Great plays make great directors just as great parts make 
great actors j or possibly a better way of putting it, great plays 
make successful directors, as great parts make successful actors. 
The skill of the director is shown when he gives a bad or 
commonplace play the attributes of a good or distinctive one. 
Few experienced and intelligent theatre-goers, including the 
expert critics of the press, are able to separate the technical 
and artistic skill of performance from the quality of the ma- 
terial which makes up the play. A prominent producer has 
said that the percentage of success is fifty per cent play and 
fifty per cent skill in performance. This is refuted in the light 
of the great number of successful amateur and semi-profes- 
sional performances, whose play committees invariably have 



OUR THEATRE TODAY 


214 

the acumen to select fine plays. Good plays are easy to stage 
because they progress psychologically through proper motiva- 
tions, and it would take a bad director indeed who could stifle 
this progression. A man with creative imagination, a cultural 
backgroimd— although it is said that men with inhibitions more 
often reach the truth — ^good taste, dramatic instinct, and a 
thoroixgh mastery of the technique of play production should 
make a skillful stage director. He is the vigilant watch dog of 
the theatre. 



MY METHOD OF DIRECTING 

by 

Bertram Harrison 



During the past few years Bertram Harrison has directed nearly fifty 
successful productions in New York, several of which have been pre- 
sented under his direction at the Garrick and Savoy Theatres in London. 
For several seasons he devoted his attention to comedies and farce 
comedies. He has also directed a number of musical comedies, and 
recently has done dialogue direction for several motion pictures. Pre- 
ceding his personal direction Mr. Harrison spent ten years with Henry 
Miller, who was for many years not only one of America’s foremost 
stars but also an active producing manager and director. 

With Jessie Bonstell as co-director he organized the first Municipal 
company in America at Northampton, Massachusetts, and operated it 
for the first five years of its existence. 

Among the numerous productions that he has directed are the follow- 
ing: The B&st Peofle; Grounds for Divorce; Heavy Traffic; Partners 
Again; Little Women; The Love Child; The Masked Woman; Lawful 
Larceny; The Man^s Name; Ladies^ Night; The Girl in the Limousine; 
Vf in MabePs Room; No More Blondes; Tumble Inn; Betty Lee; 
Hold Everything; Treasure Girl; and Singin^ the Blues, 

He has also acted as co-director on dialogue for the motion pictures: 
The Laughing Lady; The Big Pond; and Fast and Loose, 
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by 

Bertram Harrison 

The matter of stage direction is so interwoven with details 
of production, selection of artists, and decisions as to ‘‘sym- 
pathetic” theatres that I find it necessary to think for a mo- 
ment of the bes{ way to attack the subject. 

Perhaps the solution would be to ask the reader to visit 
and accompany me through a production period, share with me 
the depressions and optimisms of the different stages of the 
work up to the fall of the curtain on a first night. It^s a lot of 
fun, a lot of hard work and satisfaction — this staging of plays. 
Frankly, just how Jiard the work is depends on the tempera- 
ment of the director and his honesty. By honesty I mean that 
I believe the principal qualification for successful directing is 
satisfaction in one^s material. In several years’ experience in the 
theatre I have never accomplished work that was gratifying 
to myself unless I was in complete sympathy with the ma- 
terial to be produced. The question of judgment does not 
enter into the matter. A number of good producers have 
produced bad plays. If a director believes in his material, he 
will usually do a good job of the stagings and should the 
play fail, he will get his reward in the hereafter for at least 
having been honest. 

I believe in a healthy realization of one’s limitations and 
the inadvisability of accepting an offer, because of exceptional 

217 



OUR THEATRE TODAY 


ai8 

auspices, when the subject matter is beyond one’s knowledge. 
I have, I will admit, on one or two occasions been persuaded 
to stage a play that I did not believe in, but never without 
first having expressed my lack of faith in the outcome, and 
even though there has resulted a measiire of success, I have 
never gained any personal satisfaction in the result. 

Well, it is time that the manuscript should be in our hands 
for reading. Here it is now, by grace of a Western Union boy, 
and accompanied by a note from the producer, who has as- 
sured us over the telephone that he is still under the spell 
of its greatness. All right, we’ve read it, like it, and see our- 
selves doing it. Yes — again over the telephone — four o’clock 
will do very nicely to meet the author, to smile at and size up 
each other. Havmg reached the producer’s o$ce and being a 
nice person, I am sure you won’t mind if after a brief intro- 
duction I leave you alone in a corner to listen to the dis- 
cussion. 

I would like to pause for a moment to remark that the 
conditions under which the play is to be produced affect, in 
quite some measure, the amount of preliminary work to be 
done. If the producer be an important manager, he will have 
very definite ideas as to the cast, in fact may have some 
artists under contract whom he desires to exploit. If the man- 
ager is one whose judgment has been proved good, the work 
and responsibility of the director are considerably lightened. 
The condition of using people who are under contract usually 
necessitates some readjustment of the manuscript on the part 
of the author. 

Occasionally a director is offered a pla.y by an enthusiastic 
newcomer in the theatre, who is more than willing to leave 
all matters of selection of cast to the director and the author. 
This means more responsibility but also greater freedom, and 
the responsibility can be lightened by insisting that the man- 
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ager shall express his opinion freely during the early stages of 
rehearsals and agree or disagree with the cast selections. 

A sense of humor and much patience are required fre- 
quently when a producer has definite ideas as to casting. One 
producer for whom I have staged many successful comedies 
has an unshakable belief in the value of youth. In the main 
he is right, but it means long hours of rehearsing to obtain 
results from glittering but inexperienced graduates from the 
Follies, in parts that the average young actors could handle 
easily. Such selections are frequently justified in literally the 
^^long run,” but I have been exasperated at times by seeing a 
charming young graduate from musical comedy cast for the 
part of a comfortable middle-aged housekeeper. 

Let us assume that this is a production with a Wall Street 
backing and a consequent feeling on the part of the producer 
that he is best off by leaving everything to the author and the 
director. The first joyous reaction of having one’s own way is 
mitigated by a slightly bereft feeling’ at the lack of the 
usual managerial suggestions or decisions. However, if one 
is honest and truly more concerned in the successful presenta- 
tion of the play than in the financial recompense, the diffi- 
culties are not overwhelming. 

Well, come on, let’s go! Our conference is over, and to- 
gether with the author we leave the office. Full of enthusiasm 
we walk to the elevator exchanging brief suggestions and 
addresses with an appointment for a meeting the following 
day and a promise on our part that we will have read the 
manuscript again over night. We rather like this author, and 
our brief talk has told me that he will be helpful in a prac- 
tical way, and that he is not one of those writers who is so tied 
up with magazine work that he will only be able to drop in 
occasionally at rehearsals to remark, “You don’t need me, 
do you?” 
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Having now reached the point of rereading the manu- 
script from a producing standpoint, I’ll part company with 
you, go home, and after dinner send the family oif to the 
theatre so that I may concentrate on my reading without the 
usual bridge and radio distractions of the average evening. 

I believe implicitly in a very complete study of the script. 
An uncertain director is apt to result in a confused cast. A 
lack of understanding of his material on the director’s part 
inevitably invites suggestions from the members of the com- 
pany, and nothing is more contagious than a desire to be help- 
ful — ^and nothing more upsetting. I do not mean by this that 
a director should be arbitrarily set on stage business and char- 
acter interpretation. I believe he should have an open mind 
as to the playing of certain scenes for the reason that an accom- 
plished artist should never be hampered or forced to play 
in a manner foreign to his nature and feeling. The director, 
however, who has made a thorough study of the play is in a 
position to advise the actor and to give him adequate reasons 
for his beliefs. He must certainly have a definite idea of how 
the play should come across in its entirety, and of the mental 
attitudes of the characters toward each other and to the 
situations of the play. Quite often the actor, after a sensible 
discussion of a scene that has perhaps bothered him, can bring 
something to the director that is very definitely helpful. 
Should the director and the artist come to a dea^ock with 
the latter either unable or unwilling to carry out the director’s 
ideas, then it is better for all concerned to make a change in 
the casting of the part. A director who allows himself to be 
overruled in his final convictions is at sea, unable to control 
the other members of the cast, and obviously unable to give a 
proper interpretation to the play. 

It is also very necessary for the director to have a clear 
mind on two definite matters. One, the physical positions of 
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the characters on the stage, and the other, a general idea of 
the tempo and its variations according to the writing of the 
manuscript. 

Positions should be studied in advance so that a tiresome 
repetition of playing may be avoided. A change of the posi- 
tions of the characters and background is a relief to the audi- 
ence and also helps to create a variety of stage business. The 
laying out of business — ^by that I mean natural physical reac- 
tions and the handling of properties — is particularly im- 
portant with a play in which the action takes place in one 
setting. The matter of tempo is similarly important in that a 
fast or slow delivery of lines maintained for too long a time 
becomes tiresome. The experienced author usually under- 
stands this and constructs his play so that scenes are of varied 
tempo and aifford contrasting time in the playing. 

The preparatory work on the part of the director includes 
the laying out of the furniture and the planning of the en- 
trances and exits. He will naturally have been in consultation 
with the scene designer. Furniture should be so arranged that 
the characters are gracefully and advantageously placed for 
the playing of their scenes. Where a couch is used, it should 
be so situated that two characters seated thereon are both well 
in line of sight of the audience. I dislike a setting that is clut- 
tered with unnecessary furniture, but I do like, and think very 
essential to the natural playing of a scene, little properties 
placed with discretion and good taste about a room so that the 
artists are provided with things to handle as one does in real 
life. 

A magazine may, even during an intensely dramatic scene, 
be of inestimable value in helping one of the people concerned 
to appear unconcerned. A lighted cigarette may be used ad- 
vantageously to express either complete ease or intense nerv- 
ousness. 
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In the design of a stage setting, windows are to be con- 
sidered carefully. As a general rule a window does not pro- 
vide a good backgroimd. The outside perspective is apt to be 
distracting} and when a window is placed in a back wall, little 
use can be made of it legitimately for the lightmg of faces. 
A stage setting is usually ten or twelve feet in depth. A scene 
of any length is seldom played at the back of the stage. A 
good old rule of the theatre is that the nearer one can be in 
the foreground, the better. This is particularly true with 
comedy. There are, of coxirse, exceptions to this rule regard- 
ing background lighting, but my preference is for side light- 
ing effect. If the time of playing be at night, lamps and wall 
brackets should be so placed that the supplementary light 
coming from spotlights would seem to be the result of the 
fixture lighting. 

I am not in favor of settings that are more than twelve feet 
in depth, particularly when entrances are played in the back 
wall. When a dramatic scene is concluded, it is usually with 
the characters well in the foreground} and should the scene 
be followed by the exit of one of the characters, a walk to the 
exit is apt to destroy the effect of the scene. 

There are naturally many physical conditions to be con- 
sidered in the dressing of a stage setting. The height of chairs 
and couches is most important. It is impossible for the actor 
of average height to rise from a low seat gracefully. Should 
an armchair be used and the business of a scene call for one 
of the participants to be seated at some time on one of the 
arms, care must be taken that it is so constructed that he may 
do so comfortably and with no feeling of uncertainty and 
self-consciousness. 

Floor covering is very important. If a hard wood floor 
effect be desired, care should be taken that rugs are so placed 
that the noise of heels is not distracting in scenes where 
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concentration of the audience is required. Rubber heels can 
be used by the men to overcome the sound but not by the 
women. 

I am not a believer in exterior settings and try to avoid 
them when possible. To me they are seldom convincing. If a 
garden setting be essential for the action of the play, I like to 
make it as intimate as possible by backgrounding the char- 
acters with a high hedge, the dark green of which provides a 
restful and effective backing for the characters, and gives the 
feeling of seclusion that is so essential to the playing of scenes 
of a confidential nature. When it is necessary to use an ex- 
terior, I always, if possible, set the time of the action at night 
as the moonlight effects soften the harsh material that must be 
used for the representation of foliage. 

If I seem to have encroached too much on the scenery de- 
partment of producing, it is only because stage settings and 
acting are interdependent. 

I would like to illustrate this with an experience I had a 
few years ago when I was producing one of the successful 
Avery Hop wood farces. (As a rule, farce comedy is one of 
two forms, a case of mistaken identity or a chase. I will men- 
tion Charles's Aunt as one of the former. The chase variety is 
one in which the action is concerned with the finding of a 
missing article that must be recovered in a certain time to 
avoid serio-comedy disaster.) In the play to which I refer, 
the final act was laid in the garden of an elaborate estate on 
Long Island. With all of the farce comedies produced by the 
manager of this particular one, the many successes written by 
the author, and the several that I had directed, we did not 
realize until the opening performance that a chase farce could 
not be played convincingly in an exterior setting. A great part 
of the action of any farce consists of the “just at the right 
moment;” escape of one character from another. Let us say 
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that one of the cast must get out of a room hastily. He starts 
for a door, hears the voice of someone approaching from the 
other side. He starts for another door and sees the handle 
turn. He rushes to a French window, and just as he reaches 
it, voices come from the garden. There is nothing left for 
him to do but to hide in a grandfather’s clock. In the exterior 
setting that was provided for the play I mentioned, we had 
planned on the use of shrubbery, gate posts, and the like for 
hiding places. The consequence was that the situations w’^ere 
completely lacking in conviction. The reaction of the audience 
was one of wonderment that the character did not rush away 
from the scene of danger. Eventually we were forced to dis- 
card the effective out-of-doors setting and take the cast back 
to the interior of the house. 

With this second reading of the play ideas begin to formu- 
late for casting. Some years ago I compiled a casting book 
with divisional lists of stars, featured players, character, and 
juvenile people. This book I keep up-to-date by notes of new- 
comers to the theatre and of recent performances and the 
availability of players. 

Also, when I have seen or heard of actors who have made 
favorable impressions in small parts I make a memorandum of 
their performances, the plays and their dates of production. 
I make it a rule to read through this book on the occasion of 
each new production with which I may be concerned. In this 
way I frequently realize that some artist whom I might not 
otherwise have thought of would bring an unsuspected value 
to a ‘part in the play. Having made a list of several names for 
each part, I then arrange to meet the persons either directly 
or through one of the recognized agents. 

I give the more important people to be engaged a brief 
outline of the play and of their particular part, and being 
assured of their interest I provide them with the manuscript 
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requesting that I hear from them on the following day regard- 
ing their reaction. The principal characters should be cast 
first, by the way, so that when it comes to engaging the less* 
important people, a proper contrast of personalities is assured. 
It would be manifestly unwise to have all the women in the 
cast red haired. 

Salaries are usually discussed only in an informal way and 
then only so that I may advise the producer what his salary 
expense may be. The producer usually engages a business man- 
ager whose duty is to attend to the matter of salary adjust- 
ments and contracts. There are of course many matters of con- 
tract details, such as a guarantee of a certain number of weeks’ 
employment, and precedence in advertising matter. The 
Actors’ Equity Association takes excellent care of many con- 
tract details of the minor members of a company and affords 
them ample protection in salary advances and other ways. 

The Equity contract permits four weeks of rehearsal for a 
dramatic production and five for a musical comedy. Per- 
sonally, unless a play presents unusual difficulties in the tech- 
nical departments, I prefer to rehearse only three weeks. I 
have frequently found that a company becomes stale with 
a fourth week, and some enthusiasm has evaporated. Also I 
believe the knowledge that a play is to have only three weeks 
of rehearsal is an incentive to intensive and concentrated work. 
There is further a material advantage in the three weeks’ ar- 
rangement in that the producer is thereby allowed a week’s 
cessation of playing without salaries, should cast or manuscript 
changes have been found necessary after the opening of the 
play. 

I am not a believer In the directing method that has de- 
veloped in the past few years of devoting the first week of 
rehearsals entirely to a series of readings of the play. I believe 
certainly that a comprehensive knowledge of the manuscript 
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in its entirety is very necessary, and I make it a rule to devote 
time to at least two readings. I never read a manuscript to a 
company myself, and unless the author is gifted with a musical 
power of expression and a sense of characterization, I prefer 
that he should not read his play to the company. It requires 
about two hours to read the average manuscript, and listening 
attentively to one voice for that period of time requires too 
much sustained concentration. 

I prefer to have typed a careful description of each character 
and its relationship to the other characters. These descriptions 
I write myself and check carefully with the author to be sure 
that we are in complete accord. Each member of the cast is 
given his or her description before the reading of the play. 
A complete list of the characters is read to the company, and 
the name of the artist who has been selected for each part is 
mentioned. Having assembled the company, given out the 
parts, requested that the cleaning women who are working 
in the front of the theatre — ^that is, in the auditorium — ^pro- 
ceed as quietly as possible, I then read the description of the 
settmg so that the cast may have something of the feeling of 
place in which the action occurs. The lines are then read by 
the members of the cast with a realization, of course, on the 
part of the director that he can expect only a semblance of 
characterization and practically nothing in the way of tempo. 

The Equity contract permits of seven days’ probationary 
rehearsing, which I have always found to be a generous allow- 
ance. The careful description of each part and an explanation 
of any character quality that may seem obscure is of great help 
to the actor, and in turn gives the director the right to expect 
a semblance of the actor’s portrayal and qualification for the 
part within two or three days after rehearsals have started. 
I am usually satisfied by that time as to individual suitability. 
I have always found that actors are appreciative of an early 
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decision as to their retention. Where there are parts — or rather 
characters — ^that do not appear until late in the play, I usually 
postpone their engagement until a day or so before rehearsals 
of their scenes commence. Otherwise after the first and second 
readings of the manuscript those who are playing only in the 
latter part of the play are idle for ten days or more, and may, 
when the director reaches their scenes, prove to be unsuited to 
the parts, or experience disappointment through changes 
that may have developed as necessary during the early period. , 
Each party being contractually bound, the arrangement may 
very well work out as a hardship to either or both of the 
parties. Should there be a reason for making all the engage- 
ments before starting rehearsals or should a producer have 
done so without giving thought to the matter, I then appoint 
a day toward the end of the first working week for a re- 
hearsal of those latter-part-of-the-play scenes. 

Now as to my method of directing^ I have always made it 
entirely flexible and dependent on the quality of the play 
to be directed and the personalities and temperaments of the 
principal players. Drama depends to such a great extent on 
the emotion of the characters that its development lies in the 
absorption of the character and the acquisition of the lines to 
be spoken. I have worked with certain stars who at the end 
of two weeks are still stumbling in their line delivery, but have 
at the same time inspired confidence in an ultimately fine per- 
formance. It would be obviously unfair to demand arbitrarily 
that a sensitive temperament — as in the case of an artist who 
in years of experience in the theatre has developed a method 
of gradual development and acquisition of a character — com- 
mit to memory words as words. 

I am usually satisfied if by the commencement of the final 
week of rehearsals all parts or manuscripts have been dis- 
carded by the actors, and allowing for a day or so of line 
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hesitancy, I feel confident of a satisfactory result by the end 
of the third week. 

My experience in the theatre has been so varied that I have 
found it necessary to employ different methods for different 
plays. I have directed many farces and comedies. Farces being 
quick moving in action and delivery of lines require the utmost 
security of line delivery. Being built primarily for laughing 
purposes, they depend greatly on audience reaction. Two or 
three performances of a farce before responsive audiences do 
more than an additional week of rehearsing. For this reason 
I always ask for a quick study and complete security of de- 
livery by the end of the second week of rehearsing. In fact I 
like to be ready at that time to feel that the company could 
give a fair performance if it should be necessary. The third 
week I then devote entirely to approximating laugh lines and 
to rehearsing the entrances and exits that are so important 
in the average farce. On an opening night, which with farce 
should be before an out of town assemblage or if in New 
York before an invited and non-professiona.1 audience, I in- 
struct the actors not to wait for laughs that we are uncertain 
of, but to keep the pace going. After a first performance I have 
a fairly good knowledge of what the important laughs are 
and how the comedy situations are to be humored. 

The first two weeks of rehearsals will doubtless prove tire- 
some to the non-professional visitor} so I will not blame you 
if I find that you are slipping out of the theatre now and then 
for a cigarette with a whispered ‘‘I must telephone and explain 
that I’ll be a little late coming home.” It is a tiresome period} 
so let us jump beyond the days of rehearsing scenes over and 
over again and come down to the commencement of the third 
week. I like, when it seems safe to do so, to give the members 
of a cast Sundays for study without rehearsal restrictions. I 
usually exact a promise of intensive home study and intimate 
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that the question of evening rehearsals will depend during 
the final week entirely on the progress that has been made by 
the actor himself at home. The getting away from the theatre 
is, too, a good thing for the director, who, if he is wise, spends 
the day playing golf or indulging in whatever may be his 
favorite pastime. On the Monday of the final week I look for 
a commencement of a nervous tension that is born of the fact 
that in just one week the curtain will be rising on the first 
performance. With an admonition that I expect everyone to 
stand by, take up cues and entrances, we start rehearsal. Some- 
thing has happened!! The actors have begun to live their 
parts. Tfie scenes begin to grip. The leading woman suddenly 
plays the big scene which she has heretofore garbled. The 
author, who has been giving signs of suicidal tendencies, 
rushes over to the director j the manager, who has been sitting 
at the back of the house, nods enthusiastically. Even the clean- 
ing “ladies” in the balcony have stopped work and stand in 
' their various places among the rows of seats looking medi- 
tatively at the stage. 

So far so good. But now commences real work. There is 
much to do. Timing principally. The big scene sounds fine, 
but don’t let us forget that we are rehearsing in a large 
theatre, and we are booked for an intimate house. Voice 
quality must be adjusted. There are many matters that a di- 
rector realizes must be taken care of in the last week, with a 
good alibwance made for the approaching first rehearsal with 
scenery and properties. No matter how carefully the settings 
have been described, there is always someone who will say, 
“Oh, is that where the door is? I thought it was farther over.” 
With the average play I like to have at least one good 
mechanical rehearsal of the production so that the company 
may become completely at home in the settings, and in the 
handling of properties, and accustomed to the change of feel- 
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ing that accompanies a completely lighted setting after the 
period of rehearsing on a bare stage with only a dim over- 
head light. With the accomplishment of this private rehearsal, 
we are ready for the final dress rehearsal and the attending 
comments, favorable or otherwise, that come from invited 
friends. And this is when the director must keep his head. 
Not only must he listen to — ^and consider — ^the friendly sug- 
gestions that are made directly to him, but he must as well be 
prepared for the author’s last minute reactions and give con- 
sideration to the nervous manager’s list of suggestions jotted 
down on the backs of envelopes as they have been given to him 
by well wishers. In the case of an out of town opening another 
dress rehearsal is held on the Sunday night before the first 
performance. This is largely to see that the local stage hands 
in the various departments handle the scenery, lights, and 
properties smoothly. I prefer on the day of the opening to 
work the company as little as possible. Should the rehearsal 
of the previous night last into the small hours, I call them 
at two in the afternoon for a quick line rehearsal. I have a very 
definite attitude toward a first performance in New York, 
and even out of town I think it wise for the members of the 
cast to feel that their best efforts are expected. Naturally the 
director expects this for the important opening in town, and 
the actors know themselves that the length of the engage- 
ment depends upon the successful New York opening j so 
that feeling is automatically taken care of. Out of town there 
is perhaps an attitude that after all this is not the perform- 
ance on which they will be judged, and consequently there 
may be a feeling that if something should go wrong — should 
a line be missed — everything will be smoothed out during the 
week. 

On the opening night in New York I make it a point to 
call at each dressing room and chat briefly with the members ' 
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of the cast, talk of the general news of the day, and assure 
the more nervous members that if they will only give half as 
good a performance as they did on the preceding Saturday 
night in Atlantic City, the play is sure of running the rest of 
the season. It is, I think, the duty of the stage director to stand 
by during the first performance. Not that he can do anything 
in regard to the actual performance after the curtain has 
risen, but should anything go wrong, he can be of great help 
to the actor affected by assuring him that the matter is trivial. 

I remember that on the opening night of Berkeley Square at 
the Lyceum Theatre one very excellent actor lost his lines 
completely for a moment in the first scene. When he came off 
the stage he was trembling, and even under his make-up I 
could see that his face was white. He stumbled over to me 
and said, ^^Wasn’t that dreadful.^ I have never done anything 
like it before.” I asked him what he meant, and when he spoke 
of having lost his lines, I said, ^^Why I thought you paused 
purposely. It was very effective.” I believe this served to re- 
store his confidence. At all events, the remainder of his per- 
formance was as secure and steady as one could wish. I did 
not, by the way, direct Berkeley Square but was interested in 
its successful opening as I was under contract at the time to 
Gilbert Miller, who produced it. My friend, Marc Connelly, 
did a magnificent job of the direction. I recall our mutual 
admiration on the opening performance for the star, Leslie 
Howard, who was the victim of one of those first night acci- 
dents. A chair which should have been placed on the stage 
for a very important love scene was overlooked. There was 
not the least indication on his part that he had ever played 
the scene other than in a standing position, and his quick re- 
adjustment of business, which did not in the least affect his 
tender and charming feeling in the scene, was one of the most 
admirable exhibitions of self-control I have witnessed in the 
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theatre. Also, he abstained from any show of quite justifiable 
temperament when he made his exit. 

Such accidents are frequently tragic in their results on first 
nights, and I must admit that sometimes I have a feeling that 
I have no right in the theatre as I have an inordinate delight 
in seeing the unexpected happen. I do not, of course, mean 
where it may affect a play materially, but in cases where it 
perhaps amuses an audience at the momentary expense of the 
actor. Some years ago I staged a production for William A. 
Brady, called Carnival, written by Compton Mackenzie. The 
third act setting of the play was a dreary kitchen in a Cornish 
farmhouse. As the setting stood for both the third and fourth 
acts, I realized that its drabness would have a depressing effect 
on the audience. The people whose home was represented 
would hardly have employed an interior decorator, but I felt 
that an accidental warmth was advisable and could be obtained 
by the use of copper cooking utensils on a rack above the huge 
kitchen stove. The stove itself had been so constructed that a 
red light placed inside would gleam naturally through the 
openings. There was a long window at the back, and I had the 
property department provide about a dozen pots of geraniums 
for the window ledge. At the first performance in Toronto I 
remained on the stage as there were innumerable light cues 
to be watched. The second night, however, I saw the play 
from the front of the theatre. When the curtain rose on the 
third act, everything was apparently in place. Outside of the 
window the snow was falling, the wind was howling, the rosy 
light of a substantial fire gleamed through the chinks of the 
stove, and on top of it were — ^twelve pots of geraniums. My 
realization that they must remain there for three quarters of 
an hour, and my anticipation of the effect on Miss Grace 
George when she caught sight of them, remains one of the 
joys of my experience in the theatre. 
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I like to do at least one musical comedy a year — preferably 
in the spring when one is apt to be a little “mad” znywny. 
Almost anything is permissible in a musical comedy. If the 
builder hasn’t provided a door where one was expected, it is 
perfectly easy to bring the chorus ensemble on through a fire- 
place without tiresome comments from an audience. 

Will I be forgiven if I tell one more amusing experience, 
one which is connected with the presentation of a musical pro- 
duction? The last act took place in a garden setting. It was in 
the days when the general formula for musical comedies con- 
sisted of starting in a boarding house in Hoboken and ending 
up in Versailles. The first part of the act was devoted to a hncy 
dress party with every member of the cast, including the 
members of the chorus, appearing as an individual character. 
Henry the Eighth, Adam and Eve, the Knave of Hearts, The 
Spirit of Times Square, and many others. At a certain point 
the little star of the company — z delightful dancer and a 
charming actress — ^appeared at the head of a flight of stairs and 
floating down did a beautiful ballet number. At its conclusion 
the company drifted off the stage leaving the star to play a 
final love scene with the young plumber to whom she was 
engaged. We found that some device was necessary to help 
the exit of the sixty-odd guests. Colonel Henry W. Savage, 
the producer, had the inspiration of bringing down from above 
a quantity of balloons. Our second out of town performance 
happened to be in Bridgeport, Connecticut. For an hour be- 
fore the performance we all joined forces in blowing up the 
balloons that had arrived on order from New York. The in- 
flated balloons were then placed in a large cloth so looped that 
it provided a container that stretched the full width of the 
stage above the garden. At a given cue one side of the cloth 
was released, and down floated the balloons. Zelda Sears, 
who wrote the “book” of the comedy, had a further inspira- 
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tion and suggested that, as they left the stage, the members of 
the company should bat the balloons out into the auditorium. 
The consequence was that the final love scene was performed 
to an accompaniment of aerial football played by the front 
row members of the audience, who were delighted to enter 
into the proceedings. 

For the evening performance we decided that the projec- 
tion of the balloons into the auditorium should be eliminated. 
Still breathless from our pre-matinee inflation efforts, we 
left the property man to take care of the supply for the eve- 
ning performance. Being a conscientious property man, he set 
to work immediately after the matinee to inflate the hundred 
or so toys, placed them in the hanging cloth, and went home 
to recover as best he could from his solo effort. That evening 
Miss Sears and I sat together in the audience to watch the 
performance. At the finish of the dance the guests of the party 
applauded} so did the audience, and down came three barrels 
of what appeared to be garbage. The balloons had all deflated, 
and the stage was littered with green peppers, banana and 
tomato skins. 

Not the least of the pleasurable by-products of stage di- 
rection is the contact with many interesting people — writers, 
artists, and musicians. I recall clearly my interest in the books 
of adventure by Richard Harding Davis. He was the author 
of one of the plays produced by Henry Miller, with whom 
I had all my early training in the theatre. It was indeed a 
thrill to be invited to visit him at his home in Marion, Massa- 
chusetts. I remember taking a walk with him one day on the 
beach of his property, accompanied by his eighteen dogs, and 
his remark that they had eighteen different ways of being 
bad. William Vaughn Moody, whose The Great Divide will 
always be to me one of the great American plays, was a most 
interesting associate during the production of the play. Mr. 
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Moody was, of course, a purist as far as English was con- 
cerned, and Mr. Miller, while he had the greatest respect for 
an author^s writing, had not a particular capacity for a quick 
study of lines. Engrossed with production details as well as 
with the learning of his part, he, for the first two weeks of 
rehearsals, only approximated the lines. Mr. Moody’s kindly 
but constant interruptions regarding the exact wording of 
speeches proved irksome to Mr. Miller. One day he confided 
to me that it would be impossible for him to get the production 
open on scheduled time unless Mr. Moody were ^^isposed” 
of. Together we devised a scheme to get him away by sug- 
gesting the importance of obtaining authentic properties used 
in the play. The action being laid in Arizona called for many 
western properties, Navajo blankets, pottery, et cetera, Mr, 
Moody, impressed with the value of having only the correct 
appurtenances, offered to go to Albuquerque to obtain them. 
When he returned, we had arrived at the dress rehearsal stage 
of the production. On unpacking the two immense cases he 
had brought back with him, he found that a Mexican saddle 
he had purchased had been omitted. In great consternation he 
reported this to me. “Don’t worry,” I told him, and we 
jumped into a cab and drove to a shop known as The Indians’ 
Exhibit Company. One look about the place showed him that 
everything he had acquired in New Mexico could have been 
obtained in New York. He said nothing, but his quiet look 
of amusement told me that in a second he had realized the 
trick that had been played on him. 

I believe I left you on the stage waiting for me while I 
made my round of the various dressing rooms. The half hour 
warning of the rise of the curtain has been called by the stage 
manager or his assistant, then the fifteen minute-call, and at 
last “first act — everybody ready.” We either go to the front 
of the house or decide to stay within call, and stroll up and 
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down the street near the stage door concealing as best we 
can our nervousness. If the play is a comedy and the laughs 
from the audience begin to grow, we are lured back to the 
stage to listen. Good or bad as the reaction may be, we re- 
assure the company at the fall of each curtain that all is well. 
If the play is truly going with good effect, we mean what we 
say, and if it isn’t, surely the reassurance does no harm. The 
final curtain falls. The friends and well wishers who have 
been in the audience begin to crowd the stage and dressing 
rooms, and we wend our way. out into the night. Shall we go 
somewhere and talk the evening over? Perhaps we may even 
decide to stay up and see what the morning papers have to say 
— I mean about the play, of course. 
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To THOSE who are even slightly familiar with the routine of 
the theatre back of the curtain-line, it may appear that I have 
included in this chapter details of procedure which are so 
manifestly matters of course that mention of them would 
seem to be unnecessary 5 but in view of the fact that the 
apparently obvious things are so often overlooked and neg- 
lected, I have made a point of calling attention to some of 
these plainly visible but unobserved pitfalls that beset the path 
of the stage director. 

It is not to be inferred that the method of stage directing 
hereinafter outlined is claimed to be the best method, but it 
is the one I have used for a number of years — the gradual de- 
velopment of practice adopted after many and devipus ex- 
periments along many and devious lines — ^and I have found 
it to be the best method for me. 

From the viewpoint of the stage director, the theoretical 
ideal in play production contemplates first, a complete and 
perfect play, and next, a company of actors of superlative 
talent and unsurpassable suitability to their respective roles. 
In practice, however, only a reasonable approximation of such 
perfection can be hoped for, or realized j for almost certainly 
the play will need more or less revision and change, and a 
few, perhaps many, of the actors will fall short of the require- 
ments of their roles 5 in view of all of which it will be rightly 
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surmised that the director will frequently find it expedient 
and necessary to “temper the wind to the shorn lamb.” 

These and countless other reasons combine to make, the 
staging of a play a task which involves an almost unbelievable 
amount of careful planning and painstaking effort, not the 
least of which is the extensive preparatory work on the play 
prior to the commencement of rehearsals, the necessity for 
which cannot be too heavily stressed. It might seem that the 
need for this work is so self-evident and imperative that it 
would never be disregarded, but it is a regrettable fact that 
all too many of the plays produced today receive absurdly 
insufiicient preparation. 

Times without number a play which possesses real merit 
and many of the potential elements of success, is hastened 
into rehearsal because, perhaps, of its fancied “up-to-the- 
minute” timeliness, or because of the over-anxiety of its spon- 
sors to reap the harvest of commercial profits. It may be, as is 
usually the case, that some part of the play, a scene or per- 
haps an entire act, is admittedly inadequate, lacking in interest 
or effectiveness, and painfully in need of careful and well- 
considered revision, despite which it is incontinently rushed 
toward production, in the hope that sometime during the 
rehearsal period the author (or the director) will be divinely 
inspired to reconstruct and rewrite the inferior portions of the 
play, to rectify all errors of commission and omission, and thus 
to transform imperfection into perfection. Infrequently is 
this desired objective achieved, for more often than not the 
quality of this hurried work unmistakably demonstrates that 
that exalting, creative urge which, for want of a better name, 
we call inspiration, is a timid, elusive Muse and has refused to 
answer “Here!” when paged, with the sadly frequent result 
of failure for a play which, with more careful and intelligent 
preparation, might well have scored a success. 
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I am by no means alone in the opinion that this quality of 
inspiration is seldom, if ever, manifested in any work of art 
except at the time when it is conceived and born in the mind 
of its creator. An artist’s original idea of a great work may 
have been (or must have been) highly inspirational, but in 
the operation of the various processes necessary to transmute 
that mental concept into tangible, discernible form, so that it 
may be apprehended and appreciated by others, there can be 
but little, if anything at all, of inspiration. The actual mental 
and physical work of material construction demands, in most 
instances, extensive research and study, deep concentration, 
patient and sometimes laborious experimentation, added to all 
of which it requires the unceasing application of that quality 
named in Carlyle’s oft-quoted definition of genius: “The 
transcendent capacity of taking trouble.” 

The stage director, in his first reading of the play, should 
assume a mental attitude which approximates, as nearly as 
may be, that of the prospective audience. No sense of technical 
criticism should be permitted to obscure his recognition and 
appreciation of whatever dramatic or narrative value the work 
may possess. I find it a good rule to defer reading the author’s 
description of his characters, until after the first reading of the 
playj the information is better secured in the way in which it 
must be conveyed to the audience — ^that is, from the dialogue 
of the characters themselves, by which the story of the play is 
developed. 

The first reading should be unhurried but rapid and con- 
tinuous, and the impressions gained therefrom should be 
deliberately fixed in the mind so that they may be remem- 
bered and considered in the later stages of rehearsal and pro- 
duction. 

Further readings, many of them, are now in order for the 
purpose of gaining a comprehensive familiarity with the va- 
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rious phases of the play’s form and structure 5 the plot and 
story j the intent and purpose 5 the motivation, cause, and ef- 
fect j the sequence, progress, plausibility, and consistency. 

The people of the play are then considered, first, one by 
one, in order to note their individual characteristics 5 then 
collectively, to determine their relation to one another, their 
development, and their bearing on the story. 

At all times during the preparation of a play for rehearsal 
and production there should be close and understanding con- 
tact between author and stage director, but at this period such 
contact is particularly to be desired, for if structural or other- 
wise important changes in the play are necessary, now is the 
time when such necessity is likely to be discovered. With 
author and director in congenial accord, such changes can be 
intelligently discussed, agreed upon, and made, with a mini- 
mum of friction and delay. 

It will be understood, of course, that much of the prepara- 
toi;y work mentioned herein will be, in the very nature of 
things, of a tentative character, and this fact should be borne 
in mind while the work is being done, and ample elasticity 
provided for change and revision. 

Especial care should be taken to free the text from ambigu- 
ities and contradictions of any and all kinds j to make clear 
to the fullest extent any passages which may seem to be ob- 
scure or perplexing 5 to observe duly the element of climax 
by arranging the dialogue to the best advantage, not only as 
to its meaning, but with a view to its relative dramatic im- 
portance. For instance, such a sentence as: 

^^No! No! a thousand times no^ I say.” 
will be changed so that the strongest and most effectual em- 
phasis will fall upon the last word: 

^^Nol No! I say, a thousand times 
This matter might seem to be one best left to the author 
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and his climactic conscience, but the director will do well to 
give it his serious consideration. 

One of the more important of the preliminary processes is 
that of devising or creating that part of the necessary stage 
business of the play which the author has not already spe- 
cifically designated in the text. By stage business is meant the 
physical motions and actions of the characters, such as walking, 
sitting, lighting a cigar, shaking hands, fencing, fighting, 
dancing, ad infmtum. These actions are sometimes as essen- 
tial to the play as the dialogue itself, but often their function is 
merely to emphasize or to amplify the spoken word. The 
ingenuity and resourcefulness which the stage director brings 
to this work serve in some respects as a standard of measure- 
ment of his ability and artistry. 

With the ground plan (of which more hereafter) close at 
hand for ready reference, the director will scan the manu- 
script many times, line by line, in order to arrange the group- 
ing of the characters, their movements and actions, the time 
and place of each entrance and exitj to fix upon the specific 
cues for the mechanical effects, light changes, music, and all the 
other minutiae of stage business down to the smallest detail 5 
and finally to coordinate all these features so that they will 
take place at the time and in the manner most to be desired for 
pictorial and dramatic effect. 

Following is a page of play-manuscript,^ typical of the 
above mentioned treatment. 

(A marginal notation, a diagram, or a descriptive mark or 
symbol should be set down in the manuscript to indicate 
and/or explain all of these various items of stage business, 
except those which are of very little importance or are vir- 
tually automatic in character.) 

^ Taken from Su-ange Gods, 
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LIGHTS 


Jason: (^Casts a quick look at zillah, then hangs his head and 
flucks at sam’s sleeve) 

Sam: Well, what it is? 

Jason: Sam, jest lem’me go and put on my shoes; I won’t be 
but a jiffy. 

Sam: Them shoes! God’s mercy, ain’t yuh run around yere 
barefoot all yore life — cep’ Sundays fer church? Shoes! 

Mrs, W,: {Crosses to zillah who rises to meet her) Wah’d I 
teU yuh? The boy’s clean crazy. 

Jason: Miz’ Ca’inton, haven’t you tole me nevah to appeah 
befo’ ladies in mah bare feet? 

Zillah: I may have, Jason, but it doesn’t matter now. Answer 
your brother. 

Sam: Straighten up lak a man and look at me. Hold on yere — 
what’s that yore hidin’ behin’ yore back? 

Jason: None o’ yore buz’ness. 
Sam: I’ll soon make it my 
! usiness. Hand it yere. (They 
struggle; sam swings jason 
around into chair L of table, 
MRS, w. sinks in chair R of table; 
ZILLAH goes to back of table) 
Zillah: {Holds out her hand) 
Give it to me, Jason. {Reluc^ 
tantly^ with averted head^ he 
hands her the volume of foe?ns) 
VVny tins is wnat you were studying — Tennyson’s poems. {He 
nods dumbly) 

(sam goes uf L and lights lamf ) — 


>■.(>'□ Q * 


LIGHTS 

UP. 
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All of these details should be memorized by the director. 
This requirement may seem to be rather a large order, and 
so indeed it is, but it is really essential to the best results. When 
the director’s lack of familiarity with the play makes necessary 
over-frequent reference to the manuscript for the purpose of 
refreshing or verifying his memory, especially as to the 
smaller details of stage business, the effect upon the actors is 
not only disquieting and distracting, but it tends to create an 
unpleasant sense of irritation, and makes for indecision and 
uncertainty with a consequent lessening of interest in their 
work. 

Early and careful consideration must be given to the play’s 
physical requirements — ^the scenery, properties, lighting ef- 
fects, and costuming, with a mind to the demands of fitness, 
practicability, and artistic effect, and not forgetting the matter 
of cost in relation to the budget. 

When the general character, style, and form of the setting 
for each scene and act have been decided upon, there is drawn 
(preferably by the director) a scaled ground plan of each of 
the settings, upon which is shown the position, dimensions, 
and as nearly as possible the shape of the doors, windows, 
stairs, rocks, trees, furniture, and such other of the larger 
articles as are component parts of the settings. In addition to 
the ground plan there is made a scene plot, which consists of 
a more or less detailed description of the settings, together 
with whatever measurements and other features and charac- 
teristics cannot be indicated on the ground plan. 

When the settings are elaborate and complicated, it is 
usual to engage an art director, whose duty it is to design and 
supervise the making and assembling of the entire physical 
production, and to furnish whatever blueprint drawings of 
the scenery and its appurtenances may be required by the build- 
ers and scenic artists. In such cases, however, the director 
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should not neglect to make his own plans, for they are most 
useful for reference when mapping out the stage direction 
and other particulars of the production, and for the use of his 
assistant during rehearsals and performances. 

A satisfactory method of drawing these ground plans is 
first to make a scaled drawing in pencil, and then to trace 
with stylus and carbon-paper, as many copies as may be re- 
quired, and finally to run them through the typewriter for the 
necessary lettering. 

Next comes the making of an itemized and classified list 
known as the property plot, in which are specified all the va- 
rious pieces of furniture, the carpets, draperies, decorations, 
ornaments, books, and all other articles of whatever size, kind, 
and description which are used in the action of the play, with 
the exception of the scenic, electric, and costume equipment. 
These articles, technically called properties (or props), are 
described in this plot, with what detail may be necessary, in- 
cluding such things as style, form, color, texture, and di- 
mension. 


AS HUSBANDS GO 
Property Plot 

Place: Paris and Iowa. Penod: The Present 


Prologue 

The, corner of a smart, new cafe in 
Paris, 4.00 A. M., September.) 

Table C. 

Chair R of table. 

Chair L of table. 

High-back bench back of table (built in)v 
Small serving-table R. 
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On Table C — 

Table-cloth. Four napkins. 

Four champagne-glasses full) 

Champagne-bottle full) 

, Two ash trays. Matches in stand. 

On Table R — 

Champagne-cooler, with ice. 

Napkin. Corkscrew. 

Side: 

L U E — Phonograph and five dance records. (Two of them 
waltzes) 

R I E — Bottle of champagne, full, corked. (Waiter) 

Hand: 

Ronnie — Cigarettes in case. Matches. Cigarette-lighter. 

Hippie — Cigarettes in case. Matches. 

Emmie — Handbag, with large roll of French paper money. 

Extension cigarette-holder, very long. 

Lucille — Handbag, Vanity-case. 

A somewhat similar list, known as the light plot, or 
electric plot, comprises all the items of electrical equipment. 
It includes a description of the various lighting units, and 
designates their arrangement, character, color, power, volume, 
position, and the necessary changes of the lighting during the 
progress of the play. In this plot are also listed all equipment 
and connections for the use of water, steam, and gas 5 all tele- 
phones, bells, buzzers, whistles, fans, and other devices which 
are operated by electricity, water, gas, or steam. All of this 
equipment is handled and operated by the electrician and his 
assistants. 

An itemized list, the costume plot, is made of all the cos- 
tumes (and appurtenances) worn by the characters of the 
play, arranged in the order in which the scenes and acts take 
place. It is obviously to be desired that an early selection be 
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made of the style, color, and other details of each costume, so 
that unpleasant or incongruous contrasts or similarities may be 
avoided. In the case of a modern play, the costume plot is 
usually called the dress plot. 

Other lists and plots, such as music cues, extra people plot, 
program copy, will be made whenever needed. 

Copies of the ground plans and plots will be distributed 
to the heads of the mechanical staff, with complete sets being 
retained by the director, and the stage manager. 

It will be seen that in order to construct these plans and 
plots, the director wiU have been obliged to read the manu- 
script many, many times with the most painstaking scrutiny. 
It is a task which often becomes tedious and wearisome, but 
it has a two-fold value — ^not only does it yield the desired in- 
formation as to the production’s physical requirements, but it 
almost automatically familiarizes the director with those re- 
quirements to the smallest detail} and such familiarity is a 
necessary condition precedent to orderly and systematic prog- 
ress toward rehearsals and performances. 

The selection of the actors (the word actors is used herein 
to designate both sexes) who are to interpret the characters of 
the play — ^technically called casting — ^is an all-important step 
in preliminary preparation} and it is many times a most 
dubious one, for so many factors must be considered that 
sometimes its successful accomplishment seems hopelessly im- 
possible. The actors’ ability, fitness, personal appearance, tem- 
perament, must be judged in comparison— -and often in com- 
petition — ^with others, which makes the process difficult and 
delicate, not to say dangerous. 

Casting a play in the good (? ) old days was simplicity itself 
compared with that task today. Then, the actors’ lines of busi- 
ness were clearly differentiated and firmly established} and 
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in the writing of plays — submissive to time-honored custom- 
parts were fashioned for leading man, leading woman, heavy 
man (villain), heavy woman, first old man and woman, gen- 
teel and low comedians, ingenue, soubrette, and so on down 
the line to walking gentleman and general business — few 
playwrights of the day having the temerity, or the inclina- 
tion, to depart from traditional practice. 

But oh, how different it is today, with the old lines of 
demarcation almost, if not wholly, obliterated, and with casts 
calling for perhaps ten men and one woman; or six women 
and one man; or all men, or all women; or, as in a play now 
in rehearsal in New York, four grown-ups and twenty-one 
children ranging in age from twelve to twenty. Under such 
conditions the bugaboo, tyfe, persistently obtrudes itself. 
Casting to type is the term applied by the theatrical profession 
to the practice of engaging actors who look the part, with little 
or no regard to their experience or ability. This kind of casting 
is often carried to absurd lengths, but with every wish to 
cognize the fact that competent actors are highly adaptable, 
and capable of successfully portraying characters which bear 
no small resemblance to their own personality, nevertheless, 
in casting a play today, it is almost inevitable that of the actors 
under consideration for a certain character the choice will fall 
upon that one who (all things else being equal) most nearly 
approximates that character in size, coloring, and general ap- 
pearance. 

The author should be a more or less active participant in 
the casting of his play; for not only it is his privilege, by virtue 
of his contract, to disapprove one or all of the actors selected 
for the cast, but it is eminently wise and proper that the per- 
son who has created the play should be consulted as to the 
fitness of those who are to interpret his creation. In this re- 
spect, as in other departments of the production, it is of para- 
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mount importance that the relations existing between author 
and director should be those of mutual understanding and 
helpfulness. 

Before giving voice to his own ideas and opinions, the di- 
rector should earnestly and honestly try to see with the au- 
thor’s eye not only the larger intent of the play, but also the 
particularized details of the manner and mode of its unfold- 
ing} and if then he should feel it necessary to recommend 
changes, he must be so sure of his ground that he can define 
clearly and explicitly his reasons for such proposed changes, 
and their purpose. 

With the cast complete, the manuscript in as nearly perfect 
condition as seems possible, and the stage director so com- 
pletely familiar with every detail of the play, in all its phases, 
that he feels able to answer any question pertaining to it that 
may be asked by author, actor, manager, or anyone else con- 
cerned, the company is called for rehearsal. 

It has become the custom — ^an excellent one, I think — ^to 
have the principal actors of the cast read the play prior to 
rehearsals; and when this is done, the reading of the play 
to the company by the author or the director is usually (and in 
most instances, happily) dispensed with. 

At the fihst rehearsal a table is placed in the centre of the 
stage close to the footlights; a semi<ircle of chairs is placed 
a few feet from the table. The director sits at the table, on 
which is his prompt-copy of the manuscript, and the members 
of the company sit in the semi-circle of chairs facing him. The 
stage manager sits at the table with the director. The first 
two or three days, perhaps more, are devoted to the reading 
of the play by the actors from their individual manuscript- 
parts. 

Early in the course of these readings I observe the reaction 
of the actors to the play and to their roles; if any of them 
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seems at all uncertain as to the meaning of any particular 
passage or scene, I take the time, then and there, to make all 
such points clear. 

During the first of these readings a few suggestions (or 
even corrections) may be made as to emphasis or inflection, 
but as a rule it is better not to attempt much in the way of 
directing xmtil the actors have had time to find themselves, 
to some extent, in their roles. 

When it is felt that as much has been accomplished by the 
readings as is reasonably possible, it is time to get the actors 
on their feet, and to begin the slow and sometimes rather 
dispiriting work of perfecting them in the stage business of 
the play — ^when and where to enter and exit, where to stand 
or sit, when to change positions, and all the other minutiae 
of physical action and movement. 

The actors, at this point, will be materially helped in their 
work if each act is rehearsed two or more' times before going 
on to the next one. The immediate repetition tends to fix the 
business of the act more firmly in their minds j in addition, it 
aids them in memorizing their lines by associating speech 
and action, so that the spoken word suggests the corresponding 
action, and vice versa. 


The grind of daily rehearsals — ^and what a grind they can 
become when permitted — ^is more than likely to abate some- 
what the first, ardent enthusiasm not only of the actors, but 
of the director, and even of the author, himself. At times 
there comes a peculiar, insidious form of abstraction, or men- 
tal staleness, which manifests itself in a desire for change; a 
desire not prompted by the conscious wish for improvement, 
but merely an instinctive urge for something different and 
new. It is almost wholly due to the fact that constant repetition 
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has dulled the appreciation of material which at first teemed 
with vitality and interest but -which now seems stale, flat, and 
unprofitable. 

A rather amusing illustration of this peculiarity is the case 
of a well known manager who was about to produce a play 
which he admired with almost rapturous enthusiasm. He was 
present at every rehearsal and followed the progress of every 
scene and act with the most intense and delighted interest. 
This continued until toward the end of the third week of 
rehearsals, when he called the stage director to him and the 
following conversation ensued: 

Manager: P., there’s something gone wrong with the climax 
at the end of the second act. 

Director: Indeed? I hadn^t noticed it. But tell me what’s 
wrong with it, and we’ll try to make it right. 

Manager: Well, I don’t know just what it is, but I know that 
something is wrong with that climax. 

Director: Why are you so sure? 

Manager: Well, it doesn’t thrill me like it did at first. 

Fortunately, the director, aided and abetted by the author 
and the actors, succeeded in convincing the manager that the 
loss of his beloved thrill was due to his daily attendance at 
rehearsals and his consequent over-familiarity with the play, 
and the second act climax remained unchanged. 

The point of the story is that the director must not allow 
his closeness to the play to blur his perspective, or to dull his 
recollection and appreciation of the values he first detected 
in it. He must resist to the utmost the temptation to make ill- 
advised or unconsidered changes, either on his own initiative 
or upon the suggestion of others, no matter from what source 
such suggestions may come. 

Throughout every stage of rehearsals and performances 
there should be kept constantly in mind the fundamental fact 
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that in the actmg of a play, nothing should be said or done 
for which there is not a specific, explainable reason — every 
word, every move, every thought should be motivated by 
some definite intent and purpose. Hence it follows, that for 
a full and comprehensive enjoyment of a play, the audience 
must not only see what the actors are doing, and hear what 
they are ?aying, but must understand why they are doing it 
and saying itj and this will be impossible, of course, if the 
actors themselves do not understand the reason for their words 
and actions. Observance of this plain truth makes for clarity 
and directness as opposed to ambiguity and vagueness. Vague- 
ness is as crafty an enemy as ever lay in wait for the unwary 
director, or author, or actorj it assumes various disguises, 
masquerading as suggestion, or impressionism, or symbolism, 
or what notj but whatever its form, it is always a menace to 
the positive, lucid expression of thought. Therefore it be- 
hooves the wise director to analyze with great care his de- 
velopment of the play’s thought, speech, and action so that 
he will not fall into the error of thinking that because he 
understands the matters in hand, it must necessarily follow 
that they will be clearly conveyed to the audience. 

Sheridan, in his play The Critic, amusingly illustrates this 
error, and at the same time satirizes the self-sufficient type of 
stage director. 

Mr. Sneer is watching Mr. Puff, a stage director, conduct 
the rehearsal of a tragedy, in the course of which the character 
of Lord Burleigh enters, walks down to the footlights, folds 
his arms, and solemnly shakes his head, then turns and makes 
his exit without having uttered a word. Whereupon, the fol- 
lowing dialogue ensues: 

Sneer: . . . Now, pray what did he mean by that? 

Puff: You don’t take it? 

Sneer: No, I don’t, upon my soul. 
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Puff: Why, by the shake of the head, he gave you to under- 
stand that even though they had more justice in their cause, and 
wisdom in their measures — ^yet, if there was not a greater spirit 
shown on the part of the people, the country would at last fall 
a sacrifice to the hostile ambition of the Spanish Monarchy, 

Sneer: The devil! did he mean all that by shaking his head? 

Puff: Every word of it — ^if he shook his head as I taught him. 

The fact that The Critic was written a hundred and fifty years 
ago, indicates that the vanity of vagueness is not a strictly 
modern development. 

At a time best determined by conditions and circumstances, 
the members of the cast are notified that on a certain day they 
will be expected to know their lines, and to rehearse without 
the manuscript-parts in their hands 5 and it is to be fervently 
hoped that when that day arrives, and the perfect or near- 
perfect rehearsals begin, the actors, and the director, and 
the author will have come to agreement as to the desired in- 
terpretation of the various characters of the play. 

The actor should be allowed great latitude in the concep- 
tion and characterization of his part. The arbitrary insistence 
of the director upon a rigidly specified interpretation of each 
part as it is visualized by him is, in my opinion, short-sighted 
and unwise. It invariably has the effect of dulling the keen 
edge of the actor’s interest and enthusiasm, for it not only be- 
littles and suppresses his creative faculty, but it most unfairly 
limits the expression of his individuality. 

On the other hand, the actor must not be permitted to 
project his personality, or individuality, to the extent of de- 
tracting from any of the values of his role or of the play. 
Some actors, even conscientious ones, seem to regard their 
part in a play less as a character to be interpreted and de- 
veloped in the best and most effective way for its own sake, 
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than as a sort of stepping-stone to self-aggrandizement. In 
most instances, I believe, this mental attitude is a subconscious 
one, but it must be watched for, and when detected, squelched, 
forthwith. 

When the actors begin to rehearse without their manuscript- 
parts, there will come to the director a most hopeless feeling 
of utter chaos. The actors will seem to have forgotten nearly 
all of the stage business, and any idea of characterization will 
appear to have been thrown to the winds 5 but this condition is 
not so serious as it seems — ^it is simply that in the intense con- 
centration on the words of the part everything else is disre- 
garded. At this stage nerves are on edge and tempers ever ready 
tcrejcplodej little irritations assume an importance out of all 
proportion to their real significance, and the very atmosphere 
seems strained and tense. During this crucial period the few 
directions given (and they must be very few) should pertain 
only to the movements of the actors, and rarely, if ever, to 
readings or characterizations 5 and in a comparatively short 
time (if the director has been heroically patient and tactful), 
the words will commence to flow freely and smoothly, there 
will be more of crispness to speech and action, a most welcome 
resuscitation of interest will become apparent, and the play 
will begin to assume some semblance of its ultimate form and 
shape. 

From now on the director will conduct rehearsals from the 
vantage-point of the auditorium, and as they take on more of 
the mental (or, if you like, intellectual) character, they will 
become correspondingly more interesting to everyone con- 
cerned. 

As the time for the opening performance draws near, the 
different scenes (particularly the comedy ones) should be 
rehearsed at a tempo or speed considerably faster than that 
at which they will eventually be played. The reason for this 
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is the virtual impossibility of exactly setting the correct tempo 
until the last few rehearsals 5 and as it is much more difficult 
to quicken the pace of a scene that has been repeatedly re- 
hearsed too slowly, than it is to slow the pace of one that has 
been rehearsed too fast, the value of the expedient is obvious. 

During all this time the physical production must not be 
lost sight of. Its progress must be frequently checked and 
verified to insure complete readiness for the dress rehearsal. 
A day or two before the dress rehearsal, a practice which re- 
sultsdn the saving of much time (and incidentally, expense) 
is that of devoting a day to the rehearsal of the scenery, lights, 
properties, and effects. It serves materially to shorten the time 
of the dress rehearsal and adds to the probability of a smooth 
first performance. At the same time there can be held a dress 
parade, at which the actors (the female ones, in particular) 
will try on their costumes, check their correctness, and become 
a bit used to them before having to act in them. The cast 
should not be rehearsed on this day unless the time required 
for the mechanical rehearsal and the dress parade is so short 
that it may be thought wise to hold a quick rehearsal for lines, 
with an irreducible minimum of direction or comment by the 
stage director. 

Every effort should be -made to have the dress rehearsal 
start -at the appointed hour, but on no account should it be 
begun unless there is a reasonable assurance that it can be 
completed without interruption. Under no ordinary circum- 
stances should a dress rehearsal be stopped, except perhaps at 
th,e end of an act, and not then unless it be for the purpose of 
taking flashlight photographs, or for some other equally im- 
portant matter. Furthermore, the actors should not be dis- 
tracted and harassed during the progress of the rehearsal by 
corrections or criticisms. The author, manager, and director 
should make notes of all mistakes, inaccuracies, or other points 
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to be considered, and they can be discussed and the necessary 
corrections made after the rehearsal is over, and in the time 
intervening between this rehearsal and the opening perform- 
ance, which, it is to be hoped, will be not less than two days, 
for many times the dress rehearsal uncovers the need for much 
corrective work. 

When the opening day arrives, the director will spend most 
of it in the theatre. With the stage manager and the mechanical 
staff, he will check those items of scenery, lighting, properties, 
effects, et cetera that are most likely to be overlooked or 
neglected. He will arrange for some means of communication 
between the front of the theatre and the stage (house-tele- 
phone, messenger, or otherwise) so that throughout the per- 
formance he will ‘be able to establish quick contact with the 
stage manager, in case of emergency. He will see that a previ- 
ously arranged list of curtain calls is posted on the call-board 
backstage. As ciutain time draws near, he will make sure that 
every member of the cast is in his or her dressing room mak- 
ing ready for the performance; he will thank each and every 
one of them for their hard work and cooperation and wish 
them the success they deserve; he will give one last appre- 
hensive glance at the stage and its appurtenances; then he 
will proceed to the front of the house, but will pause in some 
dark corner long enough to offer up a short but fervent prayer 
for a smooth performance, an interested audience, an early 
final curtain, and a long and prosperous season for everyone 
concerned. 

It has been found difficult to classify satisfactorily the fol- 
lowing observations on practice and procedure; so, with little 
thought as to their orderly sequence, and little concern as to 
the probable charge of their being self-evident and trite, I 
.offer them— not as injunctions, but as hints— in the hope that 
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they may serve to make a little less irksome and laborious the 
way of some aspiring young stage director. 

Make haste slowly, particularly in the earlier stages of re- 
hearsals. Plan your work with care and deliberation — let it be 
comparatively easy at firsts then gradually increase the pres- 
sure until it becomes, toward the last, more and more inten- 
sive and exacting 5 then at the end a period of relaxation, to 
ward off staleness and over-training — ^all very much in the 
fashion in which an athlete is conditioned for a physical con- 
test. 

Don’t try to accomplish too much at one time, especially 
by means of prolonging rehearsal hours to the point where the 
actors, or you, yourself, are over-fatigued in mind and bodyj 
for when that point is reached and passed, no matter what you 
may do in the way of direction, or how carefully you do it, 
by the next day the actors will have forgotten the greater 
part of it, and it will have to be done all over again. 

Do not, at rehearsals, permit yourself to be drawn into 
protracted or heated arguments with author, actor, manager, 
or anyone else, on the subjects of changes in the play, or char- 
acterization, or interpretation, or on other matters pertaining 
to the play and its production. When differences of opinion 
arise (as they most certainly will), if it is found that they can- 
not be reconciled amicably at the moment, let each person 
concerned make notes of his ideas on the point or points at 
issue, and let all these ideas which are at variance be discussed 
calmly and at length at the proper time — ^which is not during 
the hours set apart for rehearsal, or in the presence of the 
members of the cast. 

When calling attention ta the mistakes of actors at rehear- 
sal, never, never resort to personalities, to sarcasm, or to ridi- 
cule. This rule should be rigidly observed, if for no other 
reason than that of policy^ for the use of such boorish expedi- 
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ents is not only certain to wound and humiliate the actors, but 
is almost as certain to arouse in them feelings of anger and re- 
sentment 3 and it is an oft-proved fact that theatre folk (like 
most other folk) accomplish most when in the best humor, 
with the mind undisturbed and at ease, instead of being 
inflamed with anger and bitterness. 

Many years ago a stage director of some prominence at 
the time pronounced to me a precept which he doubtless con- 
sidered as highly instructive as any gem of philosophy culled 
from the deepest Meditations of Marcus Aurelius. “Son,” 
said he, sententiously, “there’s only one way to handle actors: 
give ’em Hell, and never admit you’re wrong.” 

That he was not alone in this view is evidenced by the fact 
that a deplorably large number of the directors of his day 
were swaggering, loud-mouthed martinets, who sought to hide 
their abysmal ignorance of the real requirements of their call- 
ing under a cloak of malignant^ sarcasm and profanity. This 
type, as such, no longer exists 3 it “strutted its brief hour” and 
passed on, to be succeeded, to some extent, by a type which 
made itself ridiculous by silly affectation, and the assumption 
of profound erudition. Directors of this order have been 
known to demand that some parts of the dialogue be delivered 
in tones not round, but “pear-shaped” j and to request that the 
actors characterize with more reaction to their “color vibra- 
tions.” 

Both these types — “drest in a little brief authority, most 
ignorant of what he’s most assured” — have been or are rapidly 
being superseded by directors of vastly more intelligence and 
efflciency, many of whom have been equipped for their work 
by specialized courses in universities or colleges, and whose 
influence for good in the theatre is being increasingly mani- 
fested. 

In my own experience I have never felt it necessary to as- 
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sert my authority in the fear that if I failed to do so it would 
be minimized or mitigated. When I find myself in the wrong 
(an occurrence of greater frequency than I should care to have 
shouted from the housetops), I acknowledge my mistake and 
at once seek to remedy it 5 and I am quite certain that in so 
doing I have never forfeited one iota of authority or respect. 

Be constantly on the alert to detect false stress, misplaced 
emphasis, and all other forms of incorrect or careless reading. 
There are actors (sometimes even of the better class) who 
seem frequently to forget or to ignore the fact that emphasis, 
inflection, stress, are to the speaker what punctuation is to the 
writer 5 that they constitute his only means of differentiating 
the more delicate shades of meaning, and that their intelligent 
use imparts variety to the spoken word and serves to make 
clear and vital, phraseology which without them would many 
times seem obscure and lifeless. 

Disregard of so elemental a fact is sometimes due to a 
faulty method of study, whereby the actor commits a role to 
memory by fixing in his mind an almost photographic picture 
of the printed words, rather than by the process of analyzing 
and defining each thought intended to be conveyed, and learn- 
ing those thoughts (with the corresponding words) in their 
proper order and sequence. Or the error may be the result of 
a sort of mental indolence 5 or perhaps of sheer thoughtless- 
ness or inattention. But no matter what its cause, the director 
must correct it, firmly and persistently, by precept or illustra- 
tion, or both. 

Josh Billings, that whimsical humorist of a bygone day, 
by means of a sly misquotation demonstrates how the original 
meaning of a phrase may be substantially changed, if not 
completely reversed, by even a slight alteration in punctua- 
tion, or oral stress. 

The immortal Shakespeare affirms: 
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There’s a divinity that shapes our ends, 

Rough-hew them how we will. 

Josh Billings opines: 

There’s a divinity that shapes our ends rough. 

Hew them how we will. 

Don’t give orders at rehearsals! Direct by suggestion, 
whenever possible, rather than by arbitrary commands, so that 
the actors will receive the impression of acting on their own 
initiative. The results measured in willing, cheerful work 
amply justify such a course. 

Confine your direction to the larger and more complex 
points, leaving the actors to work out the more obvious ones 
for themselves j but be ready at all times to help them when 
they need it, with suggestion, advice, and demonstration. 

If it becomes necessary to criticize adversely the work of an 
actor in order to correct it, let both the criticism and the cor- 
rection be made as quietly and as unobtrusively as is possible 
under the circumstances. 

Be very sure that you know precisely what you want an 
actor to do before you ask him to do it 5 and on no account 
undertake to correct him unless and until you are prepared to 
explain to him exactly not only where, how, and why he is 
wrong, but what to do to be right. An actor is entirely excusable 
for being irritated and resentful at being told merely that 
he is at fault, without being told where the fault lies or how 
to remedy it. 

In staging plays of the genre type, dealing with familiar 
characters and conditions, the director should take care not to 
incorporate in the stage business too many minutiae of the 
inveterate daily routine of the specified environment. Most 
of the customary practices and incidents of everyday life are 
sadly humdrum and commonplace, and almost wholly devoid 
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of any element of dramatic interest or value. Of such details 
only those should be selected which are not only distinctively 
characteristic of the people and the situations of the play, but 
which will aid in its progress and serve to emphasize and am- 
plify its meaning. 

The lamest excuse for the presence in a play of features 
that are weak, dull, depressing, lacking in conviction, or other- 
wise undesirable, is that they are ‘^true to life.’^ 

Percy Hammond, one of New York’s ablest dramatic 
critics, in his review of a play produced last season, comments 
with seeming — ^but only seeming — contradiction on this sub- 
ject: 

It was my impression last night that the story of the play was 
known to the author to be a fact, and because she knew it to be 
a fact she over-estimated its value, both as Truth and as Drama. 
Many playwrights stray likewise. They feel that simply because 
things have happened they are true 5 which is not always the case. 

From time immemorial there have been held heated dis- 
cussions on a highly controversial question pertaining to the 
art of acting. The exponents of one school maintain that the 
actor must ever feel the character he plays, even to the shed- 
ding of real tears and the actual experiencing of all the emo- 
tions he portrays 5 while the advocates of the opposing school 
contend that the actor must never feel the part, nor even for a 
moment lose himself in the emotions of the character. 

To the stage director who is called upon to uphold the con- 
tentions of one or the other of these opposite schools of 
thought, I commend the view of the matter voiced by Mr. 
Joseph Jefferson, one of the greatest and most intelligent 
actors of his time. Mr. Jefferson said; 

Others will act with more effect no doubt by adhering to their 
own dogmas, but for myself I know that I act best when the 
heart is warm and the head is cool. 
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In this aptly terse statement I most heartily, and most humbly 
concur. 

During the rehearsals of a play there arises such frequent 
necessity for the director to criticize the work of the actor and 
to correct it with such exasperating persistency, that it might 
be thought there would be erected between them an insuper- 
able barrier of animosity and hostility, but this is rarely the 
case 3 and in the few instances where such feelings have pre- 
vailed, I am constrained to believe that the fault was more 
probably that of the director and his methods, than of the 
actor. 

The theatre is exacting in its demands upon its devotees. 
Much of the work is difficult and arduous, taxing to the utmost 
the powers of concentration, self-control, and mental (and 
sometimes physical) endurance. With this in mind I earnestly 
try to do my work at all times and under all circumstances in 
a spirit of modesty, goodwill, and forbearance 3 and it has been 
my happy lot to know that by far the greater majority of my 
fellow-workers are more than willing to meet me halfway on 
that highroad of friendly relations. 

Actors, no less than others, are subject to the foibles and 
frailties of humanity, and acting is a profession which, by 
reason of the intensely personal character of the estimations 
and criticisms of its workers, is peculiarly provocative of the 
smaller conceits and jealousies 3 in spite of this, however, an 
experience of many years in the theatre leaves me with the 
profound conviction that the followers of no other calling 
possess more generally or in larger measure than do actors, 
those lovable qualities that form the basis of firm and loyal 
friendship. Warm-hearted, companionable, generous, sympa- 
thetic, steadfast — they go their ways buoyantly and bravely 3 
always giving a little more than they receive of good cheer. 
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of happinessj of love, and exemplifying in their lives and 
works an abundant spirit of the Golden Rule. 

The respective functions of author, actor, scenic artist, 
mechanician, and the other almost innumerable agencies in- 
cident to the production of a play, are separate and distinct, 
and often widely apart. The true province of the stage direc- 
tor, as I see it, is to foster all of these various agencies to the 
fullest development of their usefulness 5 to arrogate to him- 
self no one of their functional rights or duties, but with help- 
ful, constructive guidance, so to coordinate and unify their 
activities as to achieve the closest possible approximation of 
perfect performances. 

Seneca, the Roman philosopher and dramatist, in a letter 
to his friend Lucilius, wrote: 

Life is a play upon a stage; it signifies not how long it lasts but 
upon how well it is acted. Die when or where you will, think 
only on making a good exit. 

In somewhat different phraseology, but in philosophy no 
less sound, an outstanding writer and actor of a later time, 
George M. Cohan, expounded much the same doctrine, when 
in a song written earlier in his career as a successful comedian, 
he cautioned his fellow-entertainers to: 

Always leave ’em laughing, when you say Goodbye. 

I fear I cannot follow Cohan’s advice unless the laugh be 
at rather than with me; but I can, and hereby do, accept 
Seneca’s suggestion, at least to the extent that, be it good or 
bad, I make my exit. 




PART FOUR 
STAGECRAFT 




SCENIC ART 

by 

Cleon Throckmorton 



Mr. Throckmorton, one of the busiest designers in New York since 
1931, is the owner and manager of Cleon Throckmorton, Inc., theatre 
supply house and builders of stage scenery. During 1934 he designed 
and built several portable theatres for the government. Some of the 
plays for which he has designed sets are: The Emferor Jones; Porgy; 
Outside Looking In; All God^s Chillun Got Wings; The Old Soak; 
The Hairy Afe; East Lynne; In AbrahanPs Bosom; Beyond the 
Horizon; Tamfico; After Dark; Suffressed Desires; The Blue and the 
Gray; Man With a Load of Mischief; Red Rust; Torch Song; Six 
Characters in Search of an Author; House of Connelly; Brass Ankle; 
Sf ringtime for Henry; The Silver Cord; Nafoleon; Different; Green- 
zpich Village Tollies; Eight Bells; Peace on Earth; Sing and Whistle. 

Mr. Throckmorton’s organization has executed settings for: Miracle 
at Verdun; Roar China; Romeo and Juliet; Reunion in Vienna; 
Green Grozo the Lilacs; Hotel Universe; Alison^ s House; Sea Gull; 
Cherry Orchard; Pillars of Society; Getting Married; Garrick 
Gaieties; Threads a Crowd; Ziegfeld Tollies; An American Tragedy; 
Pygmalion; The Great God Brown; Desire Under the Elms; The 
Doctor^ s Dilemma; Stra 7 zge Interlude; Dynamo; Peter Pan; Major 
Barbara; Cradle Song; Game of Love and Death; and many others. 
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A LONG discourse on settings is not intended in this chapter. 
Suffice it to say, that excellent scenery was created for the 
theatre of the past, just as it is created for the modern stage 
of today. We are interested in that past period, only as it con- 
cerns and influences the work of today. 

As a matter of fact, the history of American scenic art has 
not really become important until within the scope of the last 
twenty-five years. Then, through outside influences from 
Europe and inside influences due to the entrance of engineer 
artists into the theatre, came the birth of a desire to go at the 
problem of creatively staging a show, throwing traditional 
and accepted methods to the winds 5 and at this point the ap- 
pearance of our stage began to change. 

The chief European influence was a gentleman by the name 
of Gordon Craig. Craig made a series of designs that caused 
great discussion among theatre lovers. Even to this day some 
of our foremost writers are branding him as impractical and 
calling him a dreamer and a visionary. Thank God for that. 
Why can^t we realize that that was just what was needed — z 
young fresh outlook, the setting up of ladders that would 
never be possible to clipibj but in the very attempt to scale 
them, new heights have undoubtedly been reached. 

271 
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The inside forces at work came from the artists forsaking 
their easels for a broader field and from the artist engineers 
who began to filter into the theatre, principally through under- 
ground routes, such as, for example, the little theatre. Before 
their entrance, we find all stage decoration resolving itself 
into traditional forms, which consisted of a set number of 
planes, spaced six feet apart, called wings, of borders, and of 
drops upon which were painted standardized interpretations 
of any given interior or exterior. It was quite customary to 
find a simple kitchen set forty feet wide and twenty feet high, 
and think nothing of it. I remember a director who rehearsed 
his entire company for weeks to make an entrance down the 
steps of a grand staircase, to be set in the center of the stage. 
At the dress rehearsal, he was all prepared to go ahead j he 
called the stage manager. “Where is my staircase.?” he asked. 
The stage manager pointed and replied, “There it is, sir,” 
and there it was. Painted on the backdrop ! Tradition excused 
everything. 

In a recent production of Afier Dark in Hoboken, these 
methods proved very amusing. In the great rescue scene of the 
fair lady, who was neither “maid, wife, nor widow,” from a 
watery grave, the only bad feature was that the hero continu- 
ally complained from behind his canvas ocean, that the wheels 
of his boat squeaked. But it was a traditional boat, and so it did 
not matter. 

But the new men discarded all rules of production, and 
went at the problem with fresh vision. When they wanted 
light, they had light; and when they wanted concentration 
on smaller areas, they built themselves controlled spotlights 
and had it. I’ll admit that the modern stage sometimes goes 
too far in controlling lights. An old actor said to me not long 
ago, “In my day we said, ‘Up with the foots and on with the 
show.’ ” And, in some respects, he had grounds for complain- 
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ing, for at many a production today have I hunted vaguely 
about the stage, trying to see what was going on. Well, per- 
haps there wasn’t anything going on. 

I confess, myself, to often saving some undistinguished 
scenery by the simple expedient of just not letting any light 
fall on it, so that the imagination of the audience went to 
further distances than my wildest dreams could lead them. 
Norman Bel Geddes managed in his production of Hamlet to 
make all of his scene changes without lowering the curtain, 
by the simple expedient of concentrating his lighting and 
action on the forward part of the stage, and thus allowing his 
changes in the rear to go on entirely unnoticed. 

We have many fine designers in this country, but I doubt 
whether there is one who could be called perfect. It requires 
the understanding of too many professions, and too much 
general knowledge. The designer has first of all to be an artist 
at heart, with feeling and an open mind; he then has to be an 
engineer of high ability, for what good is a grand piece of 
decoration, if it cannot be assembled rapidly and taken apart, 
and another set up as the play may demand? He should have 
a familiarity, from contact, with all countries of the world. 
He should also be a finished and practical architect. Lastly, 
he should be a diplomat of high order, to guide his brain chil- 
dren safely through the shoals of the producer, the author, 
and the director (who usually each have their own ideas about 
the production) ; then the backer of the show who always has 
his; and far more terrible than these, the wives and relatives 
of the aforementioned gentlemen. And, last but not least, the 
star! When she enters the picture, the diplomacy of a Disraeli 
becomes necessary! 

Lee Simonson had not only to be an artist in the staging of 
Koar China) but a plumbing engineer as well. For the star 
Chinese boy who had to drown in the tank absolutely refused 
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to drown nightly, as well as at matinees on Wednesday and 
Saturday, unless the water was heated. Mr. Simonson designed 
an installation of steam pipes throughout the tank to heat the 
oriental ‘‘Davy Jones’ locker.” 

However, in some cases, the scene designer gets more credit 
than he deserves. I remember reading Heywood Broun, then 
a dramatic critic, on the original production of The Emferor 
Jones. He said that he had never seen such entrancing clouds 
as drifted across the sky of the Provincetown stage. “Clouds,” 
said I, reading his notice, “I didn’t have any clouds in the 
production.” Nevertheless, I went on to the stage, and turned 
on the lights, and lo and behold, there, to my great surprise, 
was the grandest cloud effect you have ever seen. I went back 
to see what caused all this, and found that a stage hand had put 
his foot through the gelatine covering the floodlight, fettihg 
out a spill of light that landed on the sky dome, and there were 
my clouds. This same production of The Emferor Jones was 
largely illusion, and the giant, forbidding trees were merely 
chunks of old scene canvas hanging on lines from above, and 
if enough light did not hit them, they were perfectly satis- 
factory. But one night, Charles Gilpin was going through his 
famous lines, “White rock, where are you? White rock ah 
knows I left you roun’ here somewheah!” Crossing to the 
wings, he said in a hoarse whisper, “Throck, wheah’s mah 
white rock? It h’aint theah!” And it certainly was not, for I 
had left it out. So I said, “Charlie, I’ve forgotten it,” and he 
said, “Is that so?” and returned to the stage, where he took a 
beautiful revenge by vigorously kicking all my massive trees 
up by the roots and leaving them hanging there. Well, per- 
haps a lot of the scenery was a bit of a fake, but if it had 
come out all right, no one would have cared. On the opening 
night, I had forgotten one scene entirely, and so we pulled 
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everything off, leaving a bare stage, and nothing but the blue 
sky dome. The next day, Kenneth Macgowan, in his column, 
remarked that never in his life had he seen such a symphony 
of dark flesh against a throbbing tropical sky. So you see from 
time to time the element of luck comes in very helpfully. 

Robert Edmond Jones, a real artist, once made his lighting 
fixtures out of beer bottle tops and Christmas tree decorations, 
and built the Hall of Mirrors at Versailles out of cooking pot 
aluminum, and everyone was happier, though no wiser! 

Many have been the heartaches and the struggles between 
the designs you see upon paper and their realization upon the 
stage. The holding on to an ideal, the engineering ability to 
make the designs practical, and the endless experimentation 
with lights to get the desired effect, apparently so simply 
visualized in two dimensions by a clever stroke of the brush — 
all this has to be considered j and again, some of the best de- 
signs for settings have been mere scratches on waste paper or 
backs of envelopes, with a definite intelligence behind them. 

This country has produced a splendid group of artists that 
know their theatre 3 know not only the mere business of mak- 
ing an idealistic sketch, but the hard work necessary to its 
complete fulfilment on the stage. They know its possibilities 
and its pitfalls, and above all, realize the great unexplored 
field yet to be conquered. 

Turning from the cheerful aspect, let us examine new and 
damaging roads. 

We begin to find interior decoration making its appearance 3 
we behold many a designer realizing his setting upon the 
stage through the employment of good reference books, to- 
gether with the assistance of an able architectural draftsman. 
He forgets that the stage of the theatre should be supremely 
theatrical, that bis decorations should be wrought of the 
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things that belong to the theatre — ^illusion, creative design, the 
building up of super-reality by suggestive unreality and im- 
agination. 

Meticulous and exact reproductions of cornices, mouldings, 
and other such architectxiral frostings are utilized frequently, 
when actually, a more satisfactory feeling of solidity could be 
achieved by intelligent suggestion. It is similar to the thought 
that raising the letters of a book an eighth of an inch in height 
and giving them three dimensions, would enhance the value of 
a piece of literature. 

In a recent New York production, I built an entire interior 
out of solid wood and painted the backings on canvas. The di- 
rector came in and said to the producers, “Why did you go 
to the expense of building the backings out of real wood, and 
then make the set out of canvas.?” And he was right. The 
painted pieces on the stage looked more real than the actual 
wood. But they had not been painted by an old fashioned rule- 
of-thiunb scenic artist. They had been painted by a craftsman 
who was an artist, who felt the grain and texture of the wood 
as he painted it. 

Scenic art should be an art and not a text book of traditional 
procedure. Many of our foremost men in the field are merely 
architectural organizers who take the sets verbatim from ref- 
erence and research books and plank (and I can find no other 
word as expressive as plank) them in their entirety down on 
the stage.'A movilding five inches wide remains a moulding 
five inches wide, the door eight feet high remains a door eight 
feet high, and so on.^They do not realize that the illusion in 
the audience’s mind of length, bulk, weight, and distance is 
what counts, and not the actual physical presence of archi- 
tectural elements. ) 

'To make actors look large merely requires making the 
scenery small, and conversely to make them look small means 
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making the scenery over size.’ The most unreal thing on any 
stage is a real tree. The Italians have what we call life-sized 
marionettes which are as a matter of fact about two feet six 
inches high but seem to be life-sized. iThis effect is pr6duced 
by the ingenuity of the scenery, which is not only scaled down 
in size, but in which the illusion is heightened by painting 
each successive receding plan of the setting in diminishing 
perspective.^ 

This discussion of scenic art as practiced by the designer is 
written with the hope that scenic art in the future will be 
approached by men with completely open minds j men who 
not only will profit by the contributions of the modern de- 
signer but who will eagerly seek and select all that is valuable 
in the way of illusion since the days when Michael Angelo 
designed scenery 5 who will, moreover, make the most of the 
advantages of all the modern mechanical and lighting devices 
for the creation of illusion, which have been perfected in re- 
cent years. 

1 Scenic art should be approached always remembering that 
the theatre is a place of beautiful illusion, created with as 
many brushes and colors as can be found. And above all, let 
the artist remember that scenic art, though it may be composed 
of many elements, still must be a complete art of its own. | 
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There are as many methods of producing scenery in the 
theatre as there are individuals. In this chapter I will discuss 
only the generally accepted methods which can be embroidered 
upon to one^s heart’s content. It is my intention not to lay down 
any laws which might interfere in any way with such creative 
ingenuity as may be contributed by the individual himself. 
We will therefore divide this chapter roughly into the fol- 
lowing sections: designing, construction, painting, assembling 
the whole on the stage with consideration of light, which can- 
not entirely be left out, and some methods of making stage 
changes. 

In the technical end of designing scenery, assuming that it 
is well in hand, naturally the creatiy^dea comes first. A gen- 
eral discussion between designer, director, author, and pro- 
ducer is often very helpful in arriving at the approach or the 
attack that is to be made on the given play. When everyone 
has a general idea of what the other person is thinking, the 
designer then prepares rough fetches which can be discussed, 
or makes more finished drawings which can be presented in 
entirety, or uses the more complete method of making a scale 
model. This last is perhaps most satisfactory, as it indicates 
every piece to the scale of one to two inches to the foot, the 
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color it is to be painted, the relative proportion of the com- 
ponent parts, and the position in which they are to be placed. 
This can be examined and mulled over carefully, and such 
changes as are necessary can be made either on the model or 
in the last step of design procedure, which consists of making 
carpenter working drawings, and color sketches for the painter. 
This having been completed, we are now ready to take up the 
next step, which is construction. 

In all construction lightness is the one factor to keep in 
mind continually. Another feature to keep in mi^ is that no 
scene should be built that cannot be assembled in five minutes 
or taken apart in five minutes. Another standing rule is that 
no piece of scenery should exceed 'five feet nine inches in 
width. This rule comes apparently from the fact that freight 
car doors will not admit anything above this dimension, but 
more practically from the necessity of the scene shifter to gain 
leverage on the piece, and anything larger than this (which 
by the way is the approximate height of the average man) 
will become xinwieldy. Scenery should be built out of the best 
grade of clear pine and should be covered with a fireproof 
linen or duck. Linen has been chosen by some of the leading 
scenic studios principally because the paint dries much faster 
when applied to its surface, and as space and time count in 
professional productions, it offsets the added cost, which is 
nearly twice that of the duck. Wherever possible, it is desirable 
to mortice and tenon the corners and joints of all pieces and 
reinforce them with a three ply block called a corner or a key. 

The flat surfaced wing is the basis for most interior settings. 
To this is added other three dimensional pieces such as doors, 
windows, fireplaces, pilasters, steps, and the infinite variety 
of characteristic pieces necessary to create the identity of the 
set. 

Exteriors may be made with such things as drops, cut drops, 
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legs, borders, and wings, and sky cycloramas in combination 
with set pieces, either flat or built for the whole exterior, or 
may be achieved by taking up all the stage space with pieces 
of scenery indicative of the occasion and practically eliminating 
the sky entirely. This last method often tends to intensify 
the acting of the play but on the other hand seldom calls for 
the usual round of applause, and oh^s and ah’s of the audience 
when the curtain goes up on a large expanse of electrically 
lighted blue sky. 

Scenery is as a rule painted with water paint of various col- 
ors, which is mixed with a glue size to hold it on the canvas. 
This kind of paint is used because of its ease in handling, its 
cheapness, and its brilliance and range of color flexibility, and 
to some extent its fireproof quality. Ordinary whiting forms 
a base for most of the materials, and this is tinted with the 
more brilliant colors.f'Many effects can be achieved by painting 
the canvas in one tone (usually a warm one) and over this, 
scumbling, spattering, rolling with a rag, sponging, or drag- 
ging slightly cooler and lighter colors.\This has a tendency to 
give the canvas a more solid surface with texture and ability 
to reflect the various colors of light which are generally used.j 

It is impossible to speak about technical methods of scenic 
art without a brief consideration of the relation of the element 
of lighting. After the parts of the settings are finished satis- 
factorily to the designers, they are assembled, and the ar- 
rangement of lights is then brought into play to complete the 
picture. 

Generally speaking, lighting consists merely of having a 
certain amount of light of a given color in a desired place.uhe 
main trouble about lighting, however, is knowing how much 
light, what color, and where you want itv^However, assuming 
one knows what one wants, this is best accomplished by the 
use of separate units that can be used to throw light in the areas 



284 OUR THEATRE TODAY 

one desires, and not in the places where one does not want it. 
They should be controlled if possible by some dimming sys- 
tem to get the desired volume and should have the color sup- 
plied by means of mediums. Enough of these units are 
suspended or placed to the best advantage, and the rest is up 
to the creator of the desired atmosphere. 

The principal methods of shifting sets are as follows: The 
old stand-by, and perhaps the best for general use, is the 
rigging system of flying sets, drops, wings, and other pieces of 
scenery into the space above the stage and lowering to the 
stage level when needed. Since the recent error of bulk versus 
brain has entered the theatre, many new ways have had to be 
devised. One is the revolving stage borrowed from the Japa- 
nese by way of Germany, in which all the papier-mache rocks, 
two ton trees, and four ton castles, are put on and spun about. 
Then there is the wagon stage on which the set is assembled 
complete, and pushed on while another wagon is kept ready. 
Sometimes this wagon is kept in the cellar and is brought to 
the stage level by means of an elevator, usually at the gov- 
ernment’s expense. 

The Jackknife stage is the old reliable of the wagon 
stages and consists of two castered platforms, one on each side 
of the stage at right angles to the footlights, with pivots in 
the corner next to the ends of the footlight troughs. A set is 
placed on each of these and swung up as needed. This works 
pretty well when two very realistic sets only are used and 
fast changes are necessary, but becomes a bit of a juggling 
game when more sets are needed and changes have to be 
made in the dark while one act is in progress. These, and com- 
binations and variations of these in general, ta£e in the usual 
means of shifting settings, but hardly a week goes by that 
some new scheme is not invented by a new genius, and al- 
though it may not add much to the aforesaid methods, it at 
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least contributes to very necessary self-expression for the artist. 

It is hoped that this brief summary of technical methods 
for scenic art will give only fundamental, tried, and true 
ways and means of achieving results from the theatrical end. 
It has been intentionally kept in this mood so as not to impose 
any definite ways of how to do scenery upon the individual 
artist. It is merely to present those few things that have al- 
ways proved satisfactory and to allow the individual to go as 
far as he likes in any direction. There is no such thing as ab- 
stract right in the theatre. New methods are born with each 
artist who enters the field. 
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THE PROCEDURE FOR LIGHTING A 
PRODUCTION 1 

by 

Louis Erhardt and S. R. McCandless 

Production is the process of coordinating the visual and 
auditory elements of the stage, whereby the producer conveys 
the playwright’s ideas to an audience dramatically. Lighting 
is one of the most useful of these elements, yet so little under- 
stood, that its full potentiality is seldom realized. It should be 
more closely cobr^ated with the traditional means of ex- 
pression, i. e., acting and scenery, to be consistent with modern 
production. Assuming that the playwright and the producer 
have taken advantage of the dramatic use of light, the prob- 
lem of application falls to the designer. He is responsible for 
all of the visual effects, although he may depend upon the 
costumer, the scene technician, and the electrician to execute 
the details.^ The use of light is an exceedingly selective process. 
Both limited equipment and meager knowledge of how to use 
it often prevent the execution of many excellent ideas, which 
are projected without considering these limitationsNMore and 
more, the playwright, the producer, and the designer must 

^ The application of light to each production presents so many indi- 
vidual problems that the following material should be considered only as 
a guide. It should be read through to grasp the relationship between the 
various steps and then used as a reference or check-list in planning the 
lighting for a particular production. The reader is urged to consult the 
sources of information mentioned in the bibliography for the details of 
technical apparatus. 
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understand the functions of lighting, and further, they must 
learn to think in terms of the practical and possible. 

Although the consideration of lighting begins more or less 
unconsciously in the mind of the playwright when he visualizes 
the surroundings and the atmosphere in which the various 
scenes are to be played, 'ftt becomes so obscured that the prob- 
lem of .reconstructing these original ideas in practical form is 
difficult. ■i\ 

The kind of play, and the style of production expressed as 
functions of the direction, the design, and the lighting are the 
indications which will be pursued in this analysis. When the 
production staff is agreed on these basic aspects, they should 
be developed as far as possible in notes and drawings, before 
the staff launches into the pra.ctical work, such as line rehears- 
als, building and setting scenery, making costumes, and hang- 
ing the lighting instruments. When all of this preliminary 
work has been completed, it must be coordinated in technical, 
lighting, and dress rehearsals. Although this may seem a 
logical and simple procedure, the interest of each member of 
the production staff in his own problem, and his ignorance of 
the problems of the other departments, present differences 
in point of view, which must be eliminated before a com- 
pletely harmonious result can be expected. 


THE PLANS FOR LIGHTING AS INDICATED 
IN THE MANUSCRIPT 

While plays differ widely from each other in subject matter, 
the dramatic material or kind of emotional expression can be 
classified as tragedy or comedy.] A different mood, pervades 
each of these types of plays, and it can be suggested by the 
visual elements in the production, as well as by the meaning 
of the spoken words. 
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Plays likewise differ in the style of writing and production. 
Mourning Becomes Elecira by Eugene O^Neill, and the 
original Greek trilogy have essentially the same mood quality, 
but the method of presentation visualized by the playwright 
in the first play is personal and realistic, and in the second it 
was detached and formalized. Uncle Tom?s Cabin written 
realistically would receive a style of production today quite 
different from that of Rain. 

Style deals, on the one hand, with material which when 
viewed objectively may be arranged in accordance with some 
formal pattern, while on the other hand, from a subjective 
point of view, complete freedom in the treatment may hold. 

I Hallmarks for the determination of these styles in lighting 
are the comfosition of the stage picture and the expression of 
locale. I 

The type of play and style of production determine the 
extent to which the lighting can serve in creating emotionally 
an atmosphere or moody and pictorially a visual composition 
and a suggestion of the time and place or locale of the drama. 
The functions of lighting interlock and co-exist to such an 
extent that although they may be separated for purposes of 
discussion] in actual practice it is impossible to dissociate them,/ 
one from the other. The most obvious function is the creation 
of visibilii^ TYitst four functions, visibility, locale, compo- 
sition, and mood serve as the objective and definition of stage 
lighting. 

A special application of each function of lighting should be 
planned to fit the type of play and style of production. To do 
this, the functions must be translated into lighting possibilities 
which exist through the use of available instruments. Lighting 
instruments are designed and controlled^o provide approxi- 
mately the range of an individual’s sensitivity to light. The 
eye can distinguish accurately and distinctly great ranges of 
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intensity; hues, tints, and shades of color; sizes, shapes, and 
positions of form; and changes in each of these in terms of 
movement. The functions are carried out through the expres- 
sion of combinations of these four qualities of light. 

The sensation of vision or seeing can be analyzed in terms 
of the qualities of light. The painter dramatizes a static re- 
lationship between objects and localities by a composition of 
forms and colors in pigment. The abstract beauties of architec- 
ture and sculpture depend largely upon the relationship of 
forms. Intensity is interpreted in the brightness or darkness 
of colors (by the painter), in shades and shadows, in space 
(by the architect and sculptor), but only in the motion picture 
and on the stage are the rhythm, harmony, and sequence of 
movement in visual form available to the designer. 

In summary, the designer plans the functions of lighting 
to express the type of play and the style of production visually. 
The application of each function suggests itself almost auto- 
matically as a certain combination of the qualities of light. 
They, in turn, are created by available instruments and con- 
trol apparatus, and must be coordinated in rehearsal with the 
other elements of production to give a finished performance. 


THE TYPE OF PLAY 

Although the types of plays correspond most directly with 
the different expressions of mood in lighting, the other func- 
tions contribute to the creation of a definite emotional reaction. 
The diversity of conditions presented by each type of play 
necessitates the simplification of the following suggestions into 
something like general principles, which can be treated with 
great latitude in application. Most plays have a dominant 
tragic or comic mood and are so classified, but there may be 
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elements of both in each for the sake of relief or contrast. Such 
emotional expression as might be contained particularly in 
fantasy, melodrama, or what is called serious drama — other 
types in addition to the first two — can be classified broadly 
under tragedy and comedy. They are simply ramifications in 
the way of whimsy or exaggerated emotions in essentially se- 
rious or humorous material. 

Tragedy— ‘Tragedy arises then, when, as In Periclean 
Greece or Elizabethan England, a people fully aware of the 
calamities of life is nevertheless severely confidential, of the 
greatness of man, whose mighty passions and supreme forti- 
tude are revealed when one of these calamities overtakes 
him.” 2 

Visibility may be low to medium, often with great contrast, 
as this is consistent with tragedy. The actor’s facial expression 
and the important features of the setting should be most 
visible since a goodly portion of the emotional content of the 
drama is carried by these two factors. Backgrounds, not too 
clearly seen, will be suggestive and tend to enhance the illu- 
sion, to create suspense. 

Those things which are considered under locals -are im- 
portant only in so far as they suggest tragedy. Unnecessary 
material should be avoided because it confuses the audience 
and detracts from the more important subject matter. This 
simplification, however, must be followed with great care, to 
avoid having it become a formula for the accomplishment of 
tragic locale. The dominance of the forces of nature permeates 
the fatalistic drama. Natural phenomena tend to advance the 
emotional meaning of the play 5 for example, change in time 
of day, the approach of a storm, turning out the lights In a 

2 Joseph Wood Krutch in The Modem Temfer, Harcourt, Brace and 
Company. 
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room, and the rising of the moon. These elements may be 
utilized to their greatest extent, but care must be taken to 
provide adequate visibility. 

^Localized lighting gives emphasis to the tragic element, 
either a character or an object. The composition of the stage 
should aim to picturize the significance of the plot at any given 
moment. If a character is enacting complete desolation, he 
must not seem to be intimately connected with everyone and 
everything around him, but should be cut off and alone. On the 
other hand,^road effects correspond with the magnitude of 
the dramatic sweep of the play J Strong contrasts in light and 
dark, in color, in form, and in movement, promote emphasis 
when the climax approaches, and arbitrary changes in the 
lighting assist in the building or fluctuation of strong emo- 
tional situations. ; 

The dominant effect of the lighting should be heavy, 
somber, oppressing, or awesome. If the other aspects of the 
preparation of the lighting have been properly carried out, this 
result will be achieved without conscious effort on the part of 
the lighting designer. 

Comedy — ^The material of comedy is more varied in out- 
ward aspect than that of tragedy j for example, high comedy, 
satire, farce, and burlesque. Comedy is usually light, amus- 
ing, or humorous — ^basically the opposite of tragedy. Where 
seriousness is the keynote of tragedy, levity is the hallmark 
of comedy. It may have elements of the tragic, but there is a 
dominance of the gay and lightheartedJ In this brief descrip- 
tion will be felt a distinctly differeht^attitude toward the stag- 
ing of comedy, quite opposed to the previous handling of 
tragedy. 

Bright light of, a warm and cheerful color is the point of 
departure for the lighting. The visibility should be medium 
to high. The degree on this scale may be determined by the 
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necessity for seeing critical detail. The more sophisticated 
comedy demands that the audience see every slightest expres- 
sion of the actor. If it is a farce executed in broad strokes, the 
scene need not be so bright, but more color may be used. 

Pleasant places suggest comedy; so this type of play should 
be set in a locale that is at once both light and happy. In 
selecting the details of the place and time of day for humor, 
one need not be guided so compl etely as in tragedy by their 
meaning in the pl ay. If it is a pleasing or an amusing aspect, 
it may be included for this reason alone. 

In comedy, as in tragedy, it is best in comfosing the stage, 
to picturize the humorous. Whether this will best be done by 
a soft, delicate composition or by a contrasting use of lights 
and shadows or colors, will be indicated by the broadness or 
delicacy of the humor. Comedy of the Restoration demands 
brilliance, while a classical satire can be done in contrasting 
colors. In composition, as well as locale, anything that can be 
done to enhance the lightness or comic nature of the play is 
justified. 

Regardless of any other consideration, the mood of the 
play must be bright — ^it must be gay. In comedy, as nowhere 
else, the lighting designer is completely justified in altering 
any or every other purpose to attain this end. 

THE STYLE OF PRODUCTION 

The term style signifies the “eni^ation from the prime- 
symbol of a great culture” and is therefore organic, having an 
“inconspicuous beginning, a slow growth, a brilliant moment 
of fulfilment and a gradual decline,” ® or simply a series of 
conventions, sometimes fads, which grow out of the condi- 
tions of any period. 


® Oswald Spengler in The Dedine of the West. Alfred A. Knopf. 
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Style implies a distinctive or characteristic methoi of ex- 
pression, whether the expression be a mass feeling, or indi- 
vidual.i[n the development of a style, a form is achieved which 
is usually a group expression 5 it is detached and objective. 
This style is classicism. The succeeding step is personal and 
subjective. It is improbable, adventurous, and romantic, from 
which it derives its name — romanticism. The revolt against 
the unreal leads to materialism and realism. A final attempt 
at purification causes a denial of all that is real, and strives 
for a direct emotional expression, and this is called exfression- 
ism. The style of a production is indicated in the manuscript, 
and in simple terms the adherence to, or departure from, 
realistic form and detail comprises the range and is ex- 
pressed visually in the design of the production. There can be 
no dogma to replace understanding and taste, but a few sug- 
gestions as to treatment may be valuable to the student in 
developing this appreciation. Style has been subdivided into 
only four groups, but it must be realized that an unending 
subdivision might be made. The styles flow freely from one 
to another with infinite gradations. 

Classicism — ^To this style of production is sometimes ap- 
plied the term ^^Formalism,” for it is based on a very strict 
form. Realistic motifs are stripped of all unnecessary adorn- 
ment, and arranged in an ordered manner. The Greek drama 
is an excellent example, since it has as its essence a definite 
and well ordered structure. 

Locale is suggested only for the sake of orientation. There 
is only a suggestion of realism. If the place or the time of 
"^day has a bearing on the action of the play, it must be in- 
dicated, but from this point the composition becomes all im- 
portant. 

The composition is stately, often symmetrical, and simpli- 
fied. It is the formal aspect that carries the stature of the play 
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to the audience. It consists of understandable elements occa- 
sionally designed to have a symbolic significance.'lt calls for 
the use of light in an abstract form, to speak directly to the 
intelligence or emotions of the audience. The stately char- 
acter of the lighting design is in harmony with the measured 
rhythm of the line and the formal structure of the drama. 

Romanticism — Growing contrastingly out of classicism is 
the form which carries the individual into the realm of the 
imaginary, adventurous, ideal. The real is suggested, but 
treated with so personal an attitude as to lose in the sub- 
sequent expression, its original connection with the material. 
It is glamorous, colorful drama removed from factual reality. 

Time and place may be freel}^terpreted to represent an 
ideal locale. Moonlight is no longer a shaft of light, in- 
tegrated into the form of the composition, but a silvery beam 
casting colorfxil shadows, stealing into the drama to reveal 
to the audience the emotional meaning of the players’ words. 
The color effect is often exaggerated toward sensuous beauty, 
and all natural phenomena are treated with heighten^ fancy. 

Composition is based entirely on the idea of gaining an 
idealized pictorial effect. It is not a formal arrangement of 
visual patterns, but rather a guide to mystery, romance, and 
the freedom of the individual character, searching for the 
expression of himself and the world as he would like it to be. 

Realism — ^This drama says factual, photographic material 
is more moving than the imaginary. The degrees of reality 
are easily discernible, ranging from naturalism to a highly 
selected realism. The former is usually defined as photo- 
graphic realism, but this must be qualified to a certain extent, 
since photographic realism is neither possible nor desirable. 
It is rather realism that has been selected for dramatic con- 
tent and altered only as far as need be for adaptation to the 
limitations of the stage. It should seem to be real. 
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The motivation for all sources of illumination is natural- 
istic to such an extent that the movement and positions of 
actors must be carefully studied to seciu-e proper visibility, 
for what is acceptable in daily life is insufficient in the theatre. 
In fact, it will probably be necessary to add many additional 
instruments to obtain a sufficient visibility, but these must 
be so well handled*that they seem to the untutored observer 
to come from some lamp, wall bracket, or other recognizable 
source. There must be a strict adherence to the realistic 
factors of locale since the playwright has chosen to write in 
this style, indicating his belief in the inherent drama of the 
place and the time of day. 

Composition must appear perfectly natural. It must grow 
artistically out of the necessity imposed by sunlight through a 
window or such other motivation as may be indicated. This is 
derived by the process of the selection of the essential detail 
and the exclusion of all else tha^does not aid in the artistic 
representation of the real scene. Selectivity is, however, the 
modern mode in playwrighting. It is the real subtly altered 
for dramatic eflEect. 

j Motivation prevails as a rule. Visibility is provided, but 
often at the expense of natural effect, and locale lighting may 
be somewhat exaggerated to offset the arbitrary result given 
in providing visibility. 

Composition is free in the interests of artistry and dramatic 
emphasis, but the arrangement of the visual elements should 
convey a realistic effect. 

Expressionism — Expressionism is the negation of reality 
where all of the elements have an emotional significance. The 
real is distorted until it loses defining characteristics and be- 
comes a symbol. It is an effort to appeal directly to the emo- 
tions of the audience without the qualifying analysis of a 
mental examination. 
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Locale is lost. There should be a careful avoidance of any- 
thing suggestive of time or place. The drama is supposed to 
have a universal application which is not dependent on its 
place or time for understanding. 

Composition becomes very important. All the visual ele- 
ments should have a direct effect in emphasizing the emo- 
tional reaction through their symbolic meaning. The lighting 
should picturize the emotional relationship of things and 
actors on the stage. There are no general tendencies in the 
composition. It is highly individual and should be treated as 
a clarifying factor. Where the play seems to demand sym- 
metry, the lighting designer must provide it. Where it is free, 
he must be guided to an execution that is harmonious. 

These are slight indications of the treatments of the styles 
in the interest of a unity of the visual and auditory elements 
in production. With the picture of the desirable arrangement 
of visual elements in mind, the designer is ready to translate 
to the stage. 


THE INTERPRETATION OF THE MENTAL PICTURE 
IN TERMS OF LIGHTING 

The application of each function of lighting requires the 
use of a combination of the qualities of light. The light pat- 
terns by which the eye is stimulated determine the mental 
picture. Therefore, the designer can create the desired dra- 
matic effect visually only by the proper application of each 
quality. The qualities of light can be expressed by the tech- 
nical elements available to the artist, but because of the limita- 
tions of instruments and control, it is only through a definite 
technique or method that he is able to produce the best re- 
sults. 

Visibility — ^When the illumination of the stage discloses 
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actors, properties, and scenery In frofortion to their im- 
portance dramatically, then good visibility has been provided. 
It should be as selective and heightened as are the chosen 
words o£ the actor in comparison with ordinary speech j High 
visibility of the actor’s facial expressions and the movements 
of his mouth generally promote understanding j Low visibility 
on objects or large spaces that do not require concentration 
often stimulates the imagination to add details that are not 
present, and tends to create more illusion than where all 
things are seen equally well. Everyone is cognizant of the 
power of silhouetted figures in an emotional picturization. 
This Is an example of an apparent, not actual, visibility, that 
impresses the audience with the emotion to a much greater 
degree than the complete revelation of the most delicate facial 
expression. The manner in which each quality contributes to 
the creation of this range of visibility is discussed in the fol- 
lowing paragraphs. 

Intensity is the amount of light reflected or transmitted by 
objects to the eye. The pupil opening determines inversely 
the amount of light needed to give the effect of brightness. 
The amoiint ^ light required is generally proportional to the 
vis ibility desired , particularly up to normal, at which point the 
intensities possible In the theatre usually end. On a bright, 
sunny day, the intensity is from ten to twenty times the 
maximum possible on the stage, so that only glare, occasioned 
by contrast, need be considered. Light sources in the line of 
vision, blackouts, and too fast dimming give this effect and 
should, therefore, be used with great care. 

Color is expressed In terms of the hue., the degree of satura- 
tion from neutral to full color, and the brightness of the light 
reflected or transmitted to the eye. Visibility is best under 
tints, rather than saturated colors, and greater In the greens 
and yellows than in the reds, blues, or purples. The satura- 
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tion of a color seems to increase with decreasing brightness, 
so that in a dim scene colors need not be so strong as in a 
brilliantly lighted one. 

F orm is the pattern of light and shade in color that the dis- 
tribution of light makes on the retina. Reasonable contrasts 
promote visibility. Broadly speaking, visibility of details is in- 
versely proportional to intensity. It is also affected by the 
arrangement of intensities and colors on the various objects 
in the field of vision. If a three dimensional object be lighted 
in equal intensities, and the same color on all sides, it ap- 
pears to be two dimensional. The muscular action of focusing 
the eyes registers the space relationship of forms to some de- 
gree. We perceive shapes and relative positions in space by 
sharpness of outline, superposition, position of shadows, form 
of light and shade, lines of perspective, scale, and relative 
color. Anything that can be done to emphasize these factors 
will aid in achieving a heightened visibility. Where a low de- 
gree of seeing detail is desirable, the opposite of these examples 
must be utilized. 

Movement involves any change in the other three qualities. 
Visibility increases with the time for observation. If the 
movement is accomplished slowly, visibility is maintained to 
a high degree. Rapid changes cause fati^e. ^There is a dis- 
tinction between scientific visibility, which is physical and 
physiological, and dramatic visibility, which is psychological 
and emotional, and it is a combinatio n of the two that must 
be considered in the theatre. ' 

Locale — Locale is the expression of time and place as far 
as lighting is concerned. It is limited generally to the simula- 
tion to a greater or lesser degree of the conditions of the 
elements and the natural motivating sources of illumination. 
The lighting on the scenery, the costumes, and the make-up 
of the actor (generally fixed conditions) can give the changing 
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effects that are experienced in nature. The term locale implies 
all of the more or less definite information owed the audience 
for its understanding of the play, that is, its intellectual re- 
sponse. The problem of indicating principles of procedure in 
regard to creating the effect of locale is so difficult that the 
simple method will be followed. By a process of induction, the 
principles will be evident from the following examples. 

Suppose the play is a tragedy placed in a hut in the moun- 
tains of Kentucky. The time is the middle of the afternoon, 
and the play is realistic. These are the facts to be conveyed 
to the audience. The visibility level is low to medium, and the 
grays and blues are indicated. Consider, first, the motivating 
source, the sun. Too much sunlight will brighten the scene 
to a greater extent than is desirable j so only a small window 
is provided, and in order to prevent the warmth and romance 
of a sun about to set, it is quite white. Later in the play, as the 
tragedy increases, the sun sets behind an advantageous hill. 
The cold atmosphere of the mountain country grips the scene. 
For the present, the almost white sun is searching out the 
dark cluttered corners of the room. The hills seen through 
the window are a dim, gray blue. There is a dirty lantern 
hanging on a peg, which will be lighted later, and will give 
a smoky, furtive light. These very simple indications place 
the play and allow the remainder of the lighting to be de- 
termined by other functions. 

If this same play were romantic and pleasing, it would re- 
quire a warmer sunlight, and instead of dropping suddenly, 
enveloping the hut in darkness, the shadows would lengthen 
steadily, the color would become more and more rose tinted, 
with a glorious sunset sky and deep purple shadows in the 
mountains. The corners of the room would have, not gray 
cluttered jumbles of things discarded, but a warm reflection 
from the sunlight on the walls. The lamp, though simple. 
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would be clean and attractive. The sunlight would be exag- 
gerated with additional brightness, and probably supple- 
mented with other light to brighten the scene. It would be 
directed to throw interesting shadows. In this instance, the 
criterion determining decisions is not realism but dramatic 
beauty. 

From these two examples, it is seen that the sunlight is not 
the object of the expression, but a medium which may be 
utilized to convey to an audience not simply the time of day, 
but cer Uin facts ;;oncerning the play, the people, their emo- 
tidhs and thou^ts. This fundamental concept must be fully 
appreciated for an intelligent use of the factors of locale. First, 
analyze carefully the problem of locale for the particular 
play, to discover the essential or indicative elements that will 
convey the important facts to the audience. The many people 
will have different ideas as to what exactly constitutes, for 
example, moonlight. Some will see it as romantic and color- 
ful, others will find it mysterious, still others will look upon 
it as peaceful and restful. Nevertheless, there is a common 
denominator of acceptance, a general recognition of certain 
basic characteristics. These will form a ground structure upon 
which may be built a convincing moonlight that will permit 
a wide variety of expression without ceasing to be moonlight. 
Adapt these features to the type and style of play under con- 
sideration by adhering to the realistic appearance or distorting 
away from it, and by emphasizing the gay or heavy qualities. 

One of the dominant features of llocale is the motivation of 
the lighting from the apparent sources of the illumination: 
the sun, moon, sky, and other natural sources of light, and 
artificial sources such as lamps, brackets, and fixtures. They 
are indispensable to the more realistic styles and help to make 
the less realistic forms more 'articulate. In the latter case, 
they need not be made realistic, but a distorted lamp will seem 
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to give light quite as readily as a natural one and will, at the 
same time, contribute to the understanding of the necessary 
lighting. 

Comfosition—TKii function is primarily the process of 
selection involved in providing dramatic visibility, locale, and 
mood. If there is any opportunity for individual assthetic ex- 
pression, it is in the composition of the intensities and colors 
in light. This function encompasses all of the principles of 
artistic composition: the use of line, color, and mass to attain 
balance and unity of expression. These are outlined in many 
text books of pictorial composition. It is best to follow them 
literally until the concept of good composition becomes culti- 
vated. When this rightness of arrangement expresses itself 
without thought, these tenets will become a point of de- 
parture for a self-expression in the special possibilities of light- 
ing. 

In addition, the motivation behind the process of designing 
the arrangement of colors and forms, and the changes which 
they follow for pure dramatic picturization, is considered 
under composition. In this special sense it is not so much the 
application of the principles of abstract aesthetics as it is the 
expression of concrete visual images which are most affro- 
friate for the type of play and the style of production. For 
example, the squalor and dinginess of the cellar in T he Lower 
Defths may not present a beautiful picture, jbut if the lighting 
assists in creating the appropriate atmosphere, good dramatic 
composition has been provided. jThis is just as important a 
form of composition as the presentation of the ravishing, ro- 
mantic beauty of a garden in moonlight for the balcony scene 
in Romeo and Juliet, or the compelling abstractions of color 
and form in movement that Thomas Wilfred is able to create 
with his color organ. Perhaps it is simpler to conceive of 
composition alone and separately in terms of this last example 
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where the visual designs can be conceived as aesthetic abstrac- 
tions of color and form in rhythmic movement. Broadly speak- 
ing, however, composition is the process of selecting the 
qualities of light which coordinate most appropriately with 
the idea of the play, and give the production a unified form 
or style. 

Intensity is concerned with the range of brightness levels 
of the values selected from a pictorial and dramatic point of 
view to give the appropriate composition in the bright to dark 
scale in each scene of the play. Pictorially, lighting provides a 
far greater brightness range than painting, often as high as 
one thousand to one, so that considerable care must be taken 
^to avoid glaring, bright areas and dead, dark spaces.^ broader 
standard of values must be acquired before any subtlety of 
expression can be demonstrated. A study of black and white 
photographs of some of the old masters in painting will serve 
as a starting point in the analysis of the relation of values. 

Color involves the selection of color tones sesthetically and 
dramatically to give an appropriate composition to the stage 
picture. The range of color does not provide greater choice 
than that available in pigment painting, but tints and shades, 
as the product of brightness variation, increase this range pro- 
portionally. The resultant effect of colored light on pigment 
complicates the approach from the standpoint of tone relations 
in painting, but by an allowance for the effect of light on pig- 
ment a wide range can be obtained. 

Form includes the distribution of light on the sculptural 
architectural design of surfaces, areas, and space relationships 
of solid objects, creating a visual pattern of light and shade 
and color in the eye. The sesthetic principles of the relation- 
ship of forms, in position, measure, and shape have been de- 
veloped upon the hypothesis of the fixed conditions of natural 
light. 
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With artificial illumination, the range of expression is con- 
siderably increased by the control over light distribution as 
well as the increased field presented by the intensity and 
color of light. The location of the light source and the direc- 
tion of the rays determine the position and the size of the 
shadow of an object, and provide emphasis in the composition. 
The graded effect of tone on large areas is a natural character- 
istic of strip lighting. The arrangement of the parts of a set- 
ting in terms of harmony, sequence, and balance in accordance 
with the principles shown in masterpieces of the visual arts, 
related to the problems of the theatre, will serve as a solid 
background for design. 

The conditioning to the theatre is the process of unifying 
manuscript and production. When formality is found in the 
manuscript, it must be followed in the lighting. This may be 
done with symmetry, dynamic color, monumental mass, and 
a sense of great space. Forms that are majestic should be used. 
If the play is free, let the composition appear to be accidentally 
fine. Let the balance be occult, the color harmonies delicate, 
the lines more sensuous. Depending on the action of the play, 
the focus will at one moment be at one point and at another 
at a different point. This must be allowed in the lighting com- 
position. No one element of the production should be at odds 
with another. If the director is making a point with the com- 
position of his actors, the lighting must emphasize it, for there 
must be a unity in the expression of a composition. 

Movement considers the harmony, counterpoint, and se- 
quence of musical composition interpreted in the form of 
visual changes in the foregoing qualities of light, which are 
distinguished by the eye, as music is detected by the ear. This 
is the basis for the design of movement in lighting com- 
position. With immobile scenery, even with static lighting, the 
actors move from one grouping to another, changing the com* 
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position, but more obviously the distributions, colors, and in- 
tensities of light can vary the composition of the stage picture. 
They should be designed to follow the individual’s desire for 
change suitable to the dramatic development of «the plot of the 
play. 

Consider the possibility of a mobile composition, the ar- 
rangement of the entire play in light so that each moment 
will bear a definite relationship to what has gone before and 
what is to come after; if this is done, there will be a unity of 
expression throughout the play as a whole, just as there is a 
unity in the characterization, idea, and plot of the play. This 
unity may express itself in harmony or contrast, in develop- 
ment or decline, or in any or all of the qualities of light that 
may make up this continuity of idea. 

In the Masse Mensch of Ernest Toller, the real scenes 
would be contrasted with the dream scenes. This difference 
may be expressed principally as a contrast in color and form. 
The development of the real scenes, the idea of the growing 
spirit of revolution, should be emphasized with a strengthen- 
ing of intensity and color and resolved with the defeat into a 
cold color. The dream scenes start on a strong emotional tone 
and become more and more poetic. This would be emphasized 
by an increasing sense of the ephemeral; strong colors would 
resolve into tints, form would progress from the more to the 
less real. This is an arbitrary symbolism of an acceptable kind. 
The intellectual plan is made articulate by its use in con- 
junction with the elements of the manuscript. The result is 
more likely to be a closely knit structure for the action of the 
play and will, therefore, have a tendency to sustain the in- 
terest of the audience. 

Certain indications have been given for the transitions from 
scene to scene; now movement within a scene may be ex- 
amined, It results in a more definite alteration in composition 
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than in either visibility or locale. Movement should be used 
only if it contributes to the intellectual meaning or emotional 
content of the play. If the sun sets, it must set because it helps 
the plot in so doing j or because it is necessary to indicate a 
change of time 3 or to provide an emotional and romantic light 
for the leading character’s line,^^^n Father, I come.” There 
must be some reason for every movement in light if it is to 
aid the productioii^just as there is a reason for every aspect of 
the static lighting set-up. 

Mood — In describing above the other functions of lighting, 
it has been necessary to qualify each in terms of dramatic con- 
tent. This aspect of visual experience by which light creates 
an atmosphere or an emotional response for an audience, is 
called mood. The motivation is identical with the funda- 
mental conception of the playwright and is inferred in the 
lines or described in the manuscript. Lighting should conform 
in each of its qualities so that the visual elements of produc- 
tion |convey, even enhance, the emotional development of 
the plot, corresponding to the intent of the words and busi- 
ness of the actor.JThe method of arousing precise emotions or 
establishing a definite atmosphere by visual means for the 
majority of people in an audience is not yet, if ever, subject to 
rules or definition. Artificial lighting as a design element is 
too little understood to allow for a high degree of inter- 
pretive ability on the part of the designer, even if he is given 
an unhampered opportunity. Yet the awesome effect of an 
aurora borealis or the approach of a storm, and the pleasur- 
able aspect of some of the more arbitrary uses of light often 
seen in musical productions, serve as sufficient proof that mood 
is a practical function of lighting. Mood is greatly abused in 
the theatre because it is too often the only objective in the mind 
of the director when he attempts more than intensity illumina- 
tion. The scene of mystery m the inevitable green light, and 
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the sickly sentiment of white draped figures in the pale blue 
light, and the host of other tricks to obtain “atmosphere” out 
of a hat are examples of the type. The proper feeling in a 
production must come from the essential correctness of every 
detail. If this is truly done, one will want to see a play again 
and again to catch the full significance of each of these ele- 
ments, just as a symphony achieves its complete meaning and 
power only after it has been heard a great number of times. 
The creation of the proper mood, then, depends on all of the 
factors of production. 

Intensity or brightness is generally associated with comedy, 
and darkness with tragedy, although an occasional reversal of 
the order may be used to promote contrast and emphasis. 
^olor, psychologically, is generally associated with varioxos 
emotions j so that by changing the associational elements, the 
emotional effect is bound to be altered. Green is said to convey 
the feeling of gloom, sickness, and misery, but under other 
conditions it may represent spring, freshness, and joy. Cool* 
colors may be sedative; warm, exciting. Beyond this, certain 
colors have a symbolic significance. Red stands for royalty, 
purple for sanctity, and white for purity. Utilize such obvious 
symbolism with the greatest care, or it will be uninteresting 
and trite. Generally, people prefer saturated colors to those 
which are neutralized, and tints instead of shades. Purples, 
blues, oranges, and reds are more appealing than yellows or 
greens. These facts may be used to influence the emotions of 
an audience in watching a scene. 

Form in the light pattern or the size, shape, and position of 
objects in space, generally provides orientation by association 
with similar conditions in daily experience. Stone joints and 
steps often give the effect of scale. Contrasts in brightness, 
color, and form, always tend to increase the effect of differ- 
ence. Straight lines may promote the feeling of strength; 
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curved lines, softness and beautyj jagged lines, unrest j hori- 
zontal lines, calmness 5 vertical lines, majesty j diagonal lines, 
movement 5 parallel lines, order 5 crossed lines, conflict. Large 
detail is heavy; small detail is delicate. Composition should 
create an emphasis that will convey an intelligibly emotional 
iheaning. 

' Movement: changes from dim to bright, from cool to 
warm, from flat to solid, are usually cheerful and vice versa. 
Simultaneous and sequential contrasts promote understanding 
if thoughtfully done. The human being desires variety, but 
changes must be carefully handled and well timed. Rapid 
changes are exciting; subtle movement is quiet and satisfy- 
ing. These suggestions must be treated with complete free- 
dom by the designer. No rules are sufEciently flexible to be 
at the same time applicable to all types and styles of pro- 
ductions, and to have a concrete meaning. The above are gen- 
eral indications and must be treated as such. 


SUMMARY 

It is probably fortunate that it is impossible to determine 
the degree of application of each of the functions in the above 
outline for any particular production, because that would not 
allow for individual expression. However, Appendices II and 
III contain analyses of two plays as examples of the practical 
degree to which each function can be expressed. This method 
of approaching the visual picture assumes that there is nothing 
to interfere with its execution and that there is a complete and 
sympathetic understanding between the director, the designer, 
and the lighting designer. Needless to say, it also assumes 
that all of these people interpret the manuscript in the same 
terms. Such, however, is not always the case; so that some 
factors may be altered and a compromise effected. Since the 
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designer and director usually consider the lighting as most 
facile, the correction is expected to be made in the lighting 
set-up. The inevitable compromises between a convincing ex- 
pression of locale and the lighting necessary for visibility 
indicate that it is a problem of balancing the importance of 
each function. 

If the playwright has considered these problems and either 
provided the situation, which is entirely flexible, or definitely 
predetermined the details to minimize the compromises, the 
final effect is bound to be more convincing. But he is not always 
careful in his selection of the place or the time of day for the 
action of his drama. In this event, it is usually wise to alter 
in accordance with an interpretation that will further the idea 
of the play rather than follow the stage direction. If the 
lighting is such that actors are required to be in particular 
positions^or dramatic moments, it is well to have a complete 
understanding with the director so that his action will find 
them there. If the designer feels that he must have a large 
window where a small one is better for the lighting, the 
scheme may have to be alter^ to gain the same effect with 
the larger window. Since these differences have such a wide 
variety, it must be left for the inspiration of the moment and 
the ingenuity of the lighting designer to overcome them. They 
may be avoided by careful'planning and cooperation, and this 
is the most desirable solution. 

The foregoing analysis presupposes a high degree of con- 
trol over lighting. Inasmuch as this is often wanting, because 
of the ignorance of the designer or technician, or the inade- 
quacy of equipment and control apparatus, further adjustments 
of the plans must be made to allow for the effects that are 
obtainable practically under these conditions. In view of this 
situation, it has been found useful to establish an arbitrary 
method (see following chapter) for lighting the stage, which 
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is sufficiently flexible to satisfy most of the plans made in view 
of the above analysis, but no description or explanation can 
supply the judgment or artistic sense of selection which is 
necessary to balance the intensities of c^rs and light so that 
they will give a thoroughly coordinated expression with the 
other elements of production. 

Only through experience and the development of what 
might be called an artistic light sense can the designer hope 
to achieve this special taste for good lighting. A certain amount 
of tast^an be cultivated, but sound ability is born in a person, 
and cannot be taught. It is in the interest of providing a de- 
signer with the simplest means of expression whereby, through 
experience, he may cultivate a taste for lighting, that this ma- 
terial has been prepared. 

The technical aspects of lighting are so much more in- 
volved than any other means of expression perhaps, short 
of architecture itself, that until utterly flexible lighting equip- 
ment and control are provided, the designer must build his 
visual concept in very simple terms. If there are six spot- 
lights, a set of floodlights, and four or five dimmers, the tech- 
nician or designer or whoever is responsible for the actual 
lighting, will automatically proceed from the technical aspects 
to the aesthetic expression (the reverse of the process of the 
playwright or producer), and he will find it difficult to 
visualize any plans which have been made, discouraging this 
limited equipment. In the final analysis, the result depends 
upon the most expressive use of the equipment available. 
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The visualized plans based on the material of the preceding 
chapter must be translated to the stage in terms of equipment 
and methods of staging. A photograph of a stage setting in- 
dicates the distribution of lighting from the various instru- 
ments, and by close study it is possible to determine to a 
degree the type of instruments and their positions. The abil- 
ity of the designer to visualiz'e^almost photographically the 
details of equipment which are necessary to carry out his 
plans will facilitate the process of translating his concept into 
a finished picture. The usual methods of staging make it 
practical to consider the lighting instruments under four 
groups: (i) Those which light the acting area; (2) those 
used for a toning and blending; (3) those used to illuminate 
the various parts of the background; and (4) those special 
instruments which do not fit into any of the preceding di- 
visions. (See Appendix IV: Dictionary of Instruments for de- 
scription of each type that is used in these various groups.) 

THE USE OF INSTRUMENTS 

I. Spotlights are generally used to light the acting area. 
They can be mounted as illustrated in the diagrams (in the 
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Appendices) in a false beam in the ceiling of an auditorium, 
on the teaser or concert border, or on the tormenter battens. 
If the setting is an exterior and very deep, a second border 
and towers in the wings may be used. In some cases spot- 
lights are mounted on the front of the balcony, and more 
rarely, in the footlight trough. For purposes of visibility, 
each area is lighted from two directions; and for purposes 
of plasticity and motivation, a cool color is used on one side 
and a warm color on the other. The usual arrangement of six 
areas is indicated in the diagram. Where the action is limited 
to a smaller section of the stage or where the setting restricts 
the acting area, the number of areas may be reduced. 

The direction of light coming from the acting area spot- 
lights mounted in various positions gives a variety of expres- 
sion to the actor’s face and figure. The direction of light from 
the bridge and the auditorium beam may be said to give the 
most realistic appearance to the actor, inasmuch as the di- 
agonal direction from above creates a normal balance of high- 
light and shadow on the actor’s face. Occasionally a back spot 
directed on the actor from above and behind can give a rather 
romantic halo or highlight. The tormenter position creates a 
more arbitrary and romantic effect. The balcony front tends 
to throw confusing shadows and to give a rather flat and 
startling appearance to the actor’s face. Light directed from a 
footlight spot on the actor creates a definitely fantastic, effect 
'and is likely to give a large distracting shadow on the back- 
ground. 

Color mediums suggested for the acting area are those 
listed in the accompanying table as i, 2, 3, 9, 16, 17, 18, 26, 
29? 54) 57) 62, and 755 less often, numbers 6, 14, 25, and 41. 
These colors are tints and transmit a rfelatively high amount 
of light. Their use has been suggested from a careful analysis 
of facial illumination. Stronger and purer colors tend to cut 



Color Medium 

This tabulation includes a partial list o£ the new standard num- 
bering for commercial gelatins. Those indicated by one asterisk 
are desirable for use in the acting area spotlights; those indicated 
with a double asterisk are the colors recommended for X-rays; 
and those indicated by the triple asterisk are the primary colors. 

^ I — Frost *25 — Daylight blue 48 — Medium green 

* 2 — ^Light flesh pink *26 — ^Light sky blue ***49 — ^Dark green 

* 3 — Flesh pink 27 — ^Light blue ’*'54 — ^Light straw 

^ 6 — ^Rose pink *29 — Special steel *•‘57 — ^Light amber 

* 9 — DuBarry pink blue **58 — Medium am- 

— Medium ma- 32 — Medium blue ber 

genta special 60 — Dark amber 

*14 — ^Rose purple ***36 — ^Non-fade blue 61 — Orange 

*16 — ^Violet **41 — Moonlight *62 — ^Light scarlet 

*17 — Special laven- blue — Fire red 

der 44 — Medium blue *75 — Neutral Gray 

*18 — Medium laven- green- 

der 
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down the effect of visibility and to distort the make-up to a 
degree which is unsatisfactory. Normally speaking, all acting 
area spotlights directed along the same angle to the acting 
area should have the same tint and should be consistent in 
color tone with the motivating light from that general direc- 
tion. Those from the opposite side should tend to give a con- 
trasting effect of color to promote plasticity, the degree of 
contrast depending upon the vibrancy desired. 

All acting area spotlights should be equipped with a diffus- 
ing medium so that the beam is soft-edged, if the play leans 
toward the realistic. In view of this, the instruments mounted 
in the auditorium ceiling or on the face of the balcony will 
require funnels to keep the spill light off the walls and ceiling. 
Where the arbitrary theatricality of a round or elliptically 
lighted area is desired, these precautions may be omitted. 
Soft-edged spotlighting can be achieved by the use of a frosted 
medium No. i (with an oiled center to permit greater direc- 
tional transmission), or by scratching the edge of the color 
medium with a fine sand paper. The areas should overlap so 
that there are no low pockets in the illumination of the acting 
area. Mats (cutoffs) should be used where it is necessary to 
shape the beam or to keep it from falling on the proscenium 
or certain parts of the setting. 

2. For blending these acting areas together, border strip- 
lights are used. They may be wired in three or four colors 
and should give a soft general illumination from above, over 
all the acting areas. They are usually hung on the concert 
(or No. i) border or underneath the bridge. If the setting is 
exceptionally deep, a second borderlight halfway upstage 
may be found necessary. This is particxilarly true where cloth 
borders are used in place of a ceiling. In general, the colors 
to use are numbers 9, 41, and 58, or whatever particular colors 
wiU give the proper tone to the scene. By using these colors 
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in combination at varying intensities, it will be found that a 
wide range of flexibility is provided. In order to keep the 
light from this strip off the ceiling and the walls of the setting 
above the actor’s head, it is often necessary to use a masking 
in the form of a shadow box. In most cases the light reflected 
from the floor will give a soft glow on the setting, but the 
primary purpose of the borderlight is to blend the acting 
areas together. 

The most important instrument for toning the setting is 
the footlight strip. While it is very valuable in revues and 
musical shows to illuminate the chorus, the chief objection to 
it in a legitimate production lies more in its exceeding bright- 
ness and the resulting unnatural effect than from its careful 
use as a toning medium. The use of front (beam or balcony) 
lights has considerably lowered the value of footlights as a 
means of lighting the actors, but from no other source is it as 
easy to illuminate and tone the settings and, where they are 
not necessary for this purpose, they serve to illuminate the 
act curtain when it is down. The position of the footlights is 
in a trough in front of the act curtain at the edge of the apron, 
extending across the width of the stage to within three or 
four feet of the proscenium arch. They are usually wired in 
three or four colors — red 67, green 49, and blue 36, and, if 
four, amber 58. The first three are the primaries of light 
which, when used in varying quantities, give the widest pos- 
sible range of tonal effect. They should give a soft, even light 
over the scene, but should under no conditions fall on the 
proscenium itself. It is well to have them controlled in two or 
three sections so that they give a range in both color and distri- 
bution. The center section may be as long as the two ends 
combined. 

3. Background lighting deals with the illumination of all 
parts of the setting which are not immediately surrounding 
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the acting area. The most important of these parts is the cyclo- 
rama, backdrop, or dome. The second group deals with ground 
rows, and the third with backings. 

It has been found by practice that the best method 
for lighting the base of the cyclorama — and this holds for 
domes and backdrops — is a row of three-or-four-color base 
strips to give the horizon effects of sunset and to set the sky 
back from the ground rows in luminous intensity. These strips 
in conjunction with high-powered sources from overhead in 
the form of a three-colored striplight hung close to the drop 
itself or from a number of floods placed well downstage give 
an even illumination over the entire surface. The latter 
method is by all odds the best, because it tends to iron out any 
wrinkles which may appear in the cloth, but it eliminates the 
use of the flies between this position and the cyclorama. 

Naturally, small backdrops can be lighted by a flood from 
each side and a strip overhead and below, but this practice 
tends to leave a dead spot in the center because of the distance 
from the light sources. 

For greatest flexibility, the three primary colors should be 
used in the cyclorama footlights or horizon strips, with the 
addition of amber, but ordinarily — ^because of the demand for 
high intensity in the blue circuit — it is often wise to use a 
daylight 25, or dark steel blue 29, for daylight skies, a dark 
blue 36 for night skies, and an amber 58 for a simple simula- 
tion of sunset colors. Realistic sunset colors can best be pro- 
duced with the primaries. The same color selection holds for 
the overhead lights. Sectional control is often desirable be- 
cause the sky may be used to designate the direction of the 
rising or setting sun and for a formal composition in color or 
intensity with the more stylized type of play. 

The lighting of ground rows is generally provided by the 
overhead cyclorama lights, but if there are a number of them, 
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it is simple to get the sense of distance by putting a single color 
ground row strip (three-color for color changes) in front of 
each ground row at its base. Backings such as a screen or 
twofold, used to mask entrances in the box set, can be lighted 
by a backing strip movinted above the door, by a floodlight 
placed offstage and high so that the actor’s shadow does not 
fall on the backing itself, or by a spotlight or highpowered 
flood directed against a large reflector which will give a soft 
glow in the entrance without danger of causing shadows. This 
lighting keeps the entrances from appearing as dark holes 
in the setting. 

4. Many instruments which must be used in any lighting 
layout do not fall within these first three catagories. Those 
instruments which are used to emphasize certain bits of the 
acting area or bits of scenery, or those which represent the 
directional rays of the sun or the moon, or create the effect 
of fires of all kinds, fixtures, wall brackets, and all special 
effects such as projected patterns, fall within this group. 

Entrances in any production are likely to be important. 
Therefore it is always wise to plan to have, in addition to the 
acting area lights, a special spotlight mounted on the bridge 
or first border to cover these entrances. 

For sunlight and moonlight and all other phenomena re- 
quiring parallel rays of light, use projectors. These instru- 
ments may be placed at considerable distance from the acting 
area without undue loss of intensity. 

Wall brackets and lamps on the stage should be kept suffi- 
ciently dim so as not to cause glare, but as far as possible in 
a realistic production, these motivating sources if masked on 
the audience side should give off as much light as possible in 
the opposite direction. 

Fire logs, fireplaces, grate fires, and the like, when used 
on the stage, should be kept unobtrusive and should not dis- 
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play their artificiality any more than Is necessary. If a pair 
of rotors (oppositely rotating transparent cylinders painted 
in strips of red, yellow, and black and turned by the heat of 
the lamps) can be mounted Inside the fireplace, a very realistic 
effect of flicker Is created. Otherwise, a judicious use of sev- 
eral lamps — ^red and amber — ^brought up and down on dim- 
mers, will convey the impression of a flickering fire. Fire logs 
In fireplaces should be supplemented by a small floodlight 
placed just downstage and out of sight of the audience (if 
the fireplace is in the side wall) to give the .luminous glow 
that would normally come from burning logs. 

Projections are of two kinds. Those which have large detail 
and are not too sharply defined may be projected at a short 
distance by use of a Linnebach or shadow-projector — ^an in- 
strument which uses a boldly painted slide of eighteen to 
thirty-six inches square. The second type is a lens projector 
similar to a stereopticon. The projection equipment for this 
instrument must be carefully figured on the basis of the dis- 
tance of the instrument from the screen, and the size of the 
image desired. Equipment companies carry in stock a large 
number of moving effects which can be fitted to this instru- 
ment, such as rain, moving clouds, snow, and so on. Many of 
the books listed in the bibliography illustrate and explain 
these various effects in detail. 


PROCEDURE 

A plan of the layout should be prepared on paper showing 
the location of the instruments, their direction, and the areas 
which they illuminate (See Appendices II and III). Each of 
the preceding groups of instruments should be included in this 
plan. The thoroughness and accuracy of visualization will be 
more than amply repaid by the time saved and the nerves 
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spared in the dress rehearsal period. It is not fair to hold up 
an entire company through having failed to specify the cor- 
rect instrument, the right color, or some little detail which 
could have been foreseen. A system of notation should call 
all of these matters to attention and convey the plan to the 
crew in such a way that it will be understood. The layout 
shoixld be accompanied by a schedule giving complete intel- 
ligence of the facts concerning each individual instrument such 
as type, wattage, color, mounting apparatus} special equip- 
ment such as mats, funnels, or cutoffs j connections} and the 
changes in these between scenes. Certain simplifications in this 
scheme are possible with an established crew. 

In setting up the equipment for lighting, one person at the 
head of the crew can be designated as a floor man or electri- 
cian who is responsible for handling all of the crew except the 
switchboard operators. It is his duty to supervise the execution 
of the layout. He is responsible for the proper mounting of 
all instruments and must check the focus, connections, and 
accessories of each. 

The customary mounting for spotlights, floodlights, and 
some special instruments, should allow for universal action. 
A mounting of this type is one which has two planes of ro- 
tation perpendicular to each other, and will allow the instru- 
ment to be turned in any direction. Every instrument should 
be mounted so that it will have the proper amount of direc- 
tionality, and when it is mounted, the equipment should be 
clamped down tightly enough so that it will not be jarred or 
knocked out of position or permit the instrument to fall. 

The usual procedure is to mount most of the instruments, 
then to lamp, connect, and test. After this is done, the in- 
struments are focused as indicated on the layout sheet, and 
the color mediums and mats are put in. On the acting area, 
care must be taken in interpreting the meaning of the areas. 
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They should be considered as existing about five feet above 
the level of the floor. The face of an actor standing within the 
area should be lighted. After all focusing is completed, the 
floor man or electrician should check every instrument to see 
that it is firm, has the proper lamp, and a tight electrical con- 
nection. It is best to tie the ends of a cable connection together 
in a simple overhand knot so that it will not part accidentally. 
If the pin connection is loose, the prong should be spread 
with a knife. 

During this process, the switchboard operators should con- 
nect each instrument to a feed circuit according to a prede- 
termined plan and be in position to turn on each circuit as 
it is called for according to its connection, its use, or its number 
on the layout sheet. The switchboard should be sufiiciently 
well marked to convey this information quickly, and the oper- 
ators should eventually become familiar with every circuit 
and instrument by each designation. When the checking proc- 
ess is completed, such changes as have been necessary will 
have been made. Then the properties and all the details of the 
settings should be assembled and arranged. With this done, 
the setting is ready to be lighted. 

The previous chapter deals with the relative importance 
and degree of application of each function of lighting in ex- 
pressing the visual aspects of the style of production for each 
type of play. The degree of visibility for each part of the 
setting, particularly the acting areas, must be assured. For 
most realistic productions, locale is the dominant function, 
and the motivating light is the standard to which the rest of 
the lighting should be balanced. The aim to produce realism 
must be tempered with a constant selection of colors and distri- 
butions which give dramatic emphasis and comfosition to the 
stage picture. Finally, in this process of developing the light- 
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ing for a particular scene, the visual effect should convey the 
proper dramatic atmosphere or mood. 

With these factors clearly in mind, the lighting designer 
can proceed with balancing the intensity, the color, and the 
form of distribution. After a preliminary set-up for each scene 
is worked out and recorded, cues and other light changes 
should be rehearsed to determine the sequence of operations 
on the switchboard and the appearance of the transitions from 
one set-up to another if they occur in the same scene. 

Except when it is possible for the switchboard operator to 
see the effects he is producing, the designer or person in 
charge of the lighting shoxild sit in the auditorium where 
diuring the lighting rehearsal and perhaps by means of a tele- 
phone (usually by shouting), he can give directions to the 
operator to regulate or balance the lighting. Considerable 
time should be allowed for this process even when the instru- 
ments are properly equipped and focused. The most serious 
weakness in the method lies in the loss of feeling when the 
designer must translate his ideas into mechanical terms so that 
they can be carried out at the switchboard by another person 
who ordinarily cannot see the stage. The process of balancing 
the intensities at the switchboard, adjusting the colors, cor- 
recting the distribution of light from the individual instru- 
ments, working out the various cues, and recording the read- 
ings, comprises what might be called a lighting rehearsal. 

The following steps and precautions should be taken dur- 
ing the lighting rehears'al: 

1. Exhibit the trial set-up if one has been prepared in ad- 
vance. Otherwise start with all lights out and bring up the 
motivating lights on dimmer to approximately full intensity. 
Balance the intensity of the remaining instruments to create 
the proper visual picture. 

2. Make corrections in positions of instruments, their di- 
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rection and eqviipment, such as color mediums and mats, be- 
fore proceeding to the next step. 

3. Check the distribution of the lighting on the acting areas 
in the important positions which have been determined dur- 
ing the acting rehearsals. The stage manager can be very- 
helpful during the lighting rehearsal by moving through the 
■various bits of acting business to determine whether the visi- 
bility on the acting area is adequate for all situations during 
the scene. 

4. When the visual aspect is satisfactory from the stand- 
point of -visibility, locale, composition, and mood, register the 
switchboard readings on the cue sheet. 

5. Mark the position and direction of portable equipment, 
particularly if it has to be moved for another scene. 

6. Record all instruments, colors, accessories, and connec- 
tions on the light plot or plan. 

7. If there are line or time cues, work out the sequence of 
operations on the switchboard and on the stage, and test the 
appearance of each step in the transition. Use a series of 
station points in time cues to guarantee the proper sequence of 
changes. Rehearse several times with the warning and dead 
cue to accustom the operator to the sequence, but record the 
set-up for each step before going on to the next. 

8. Make a preliminary set-up for each scene following the 
above method. 

9. If there is a curtain routine for light changes, they 
should be rehearsed some time before the dress rehearsal. 
Front lights and footlights adjusted for a particular scene do 
not always look well on the curtain, and under any conditions 
the footlights should come up as the house lights go down. 
The sequence is the opposite at the close of a scene or an act. 
Ordinarily there should be some light present at all times. 

10. Correct the preliminary light plots and cue sheets so 
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that they may serve as a record of all the details of equipment 
and how it is used in the production. 

Further adjustments will be necessary when the actors 
are brought on the stage for dress rehearsal. In the meantime 
a technical rehearsal and a costume parade will clear up many 
problems that are likely to arise to delay the final rehearsals. 
The technical rehearsal is held primarily to reduce the time 
for shifts and to work out the sequence of moving pieces of 
scenery, properties, and lighting instruments. It serves as a 
time also to make further corrections in the cue sheets and to 
rehearse cues and curtain routines. For a quick shift of scenery, 
movements have to be rehearsed as carefully as the lines of 
the play. The costume parade consists of the actors, generally 
completely dressed and made up, walking through their 
various bits of business. This gives the costume designer and 
the lighting designer an opportunity to see how their executed 
plans coordinate. Certain aspects of the color and the distribu- 
tion of the lighting on the acting area often have to be ad- 
justed and should be carried out and the changes recorded 
during this rehearsal. This procedure under ideal conditions 
should complete the assembling and correlation of all the 
visual elements in the production and should clear the way for 
iminterrupted dress rehearsals. 

Ideal conditions in the theatre are seldom realized. The 
variables in the human equation make it almost impossible 
to anticipate completely the relation of all the means of ex- 
pression in a production. This is primarily the reason for re- 
hearsal. If the practical elements have been well planned 
and brought together, the dress rehearsal can be devoted to 
shaping up the less tangible means of expressing the idea of 
the play to an audience. In fact, the director should be free 
in these final stages to devote his time to fitting the actor 
into the scene, to building each scene, and to giving the proper 



328 OUR THEATRE TODAY 

dramatic emphasis to the whole performance. These rehearsals 
should be considered as performances without an audience. 
There should be as little interruption in the running of a 
scene as possible, and only those adjustments and corrections 
in the lighting that can be made without causing a disturbance 
should be attempted. Notes should be taken concerning all 
other matters, and the adjustments made before the next re- 
hearsal. Every change in layout should be tested in rehearsal, 
and only very minor adjustments made after the last dress 
rehearsal. It is to be assumed at this stage that the production 
is ready for an audience. 

From a technical point of view a performance should run 
like a well oiled machine. A smooth performance is an exam- 
ple of human and technical coordination such as is experienced 
in few other expressions. Actually there are many places where 
the machine may break down, and these vulnerable points 
must be carefully guarded. A lamp may fail, a fuse may 
“blow,” or an instrument may be knocked out of focus. An 
audience can understand an actor’s forgetting his lines or 
tripping over something, but it may be thoroughly distracted 
by a faulty light cue or a flickering caused by a loose connec- 
tion. If the production is to be given a number of perform- 
ances, precision must be m^ntained, equipment kept up to 
date, and even improvements made in the lighting. This is 
particularly true where the first performances are considered 
“tryouts” and the production is taken “on the road” before it 
settles down in its final home for 'a “run.” 

No written material on the practice of the theatre can serve 
the purpose of experience. The variety of conditions limits 
the value of detailed suggestions. The information contained 
in the preceding paragraphs should be used as a guide and 
serve as a stimulation to use light more extensively in dramatic 
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production. Enthusiasm, however, should be tempered by a 
sincere respect for the more traditional means of expression 
in the theatre. Experimentation, visualization, and research 
shoxild seek to extend the boundaries of the possible, but with 
limited equipment and relatively limited knowledge, the 
actual plans for a production should be simple, not too ambi- 
tious. It Is far more satisfactory to plan an eflEect that is rela- 
tively sure of realization than to stake everything on a scheme 
that is likely to fail at the crucial moment. Lighting has 
great potentialities which can be realized when there is a pro- 
found knowledge of Its uses^ highly developed equipment and 
control, and a tradition which allows for its complete coordi- 
nation with the other elements of expression in dramatic 
production. 




COSTUME 

by 

Aline Bernstein 



Aline Bernstein, one of Americans foremost scenic and costume de- 
signers, began her career by designing costumes for the Neighborhood 
Playhouse’s production of The Little Clay Cart^ New York, 1924. 
Among the plays for which she has designed settings and costumes are: 
Dybbuk^ The Romantic Young Lady; Cafrice; Ned McCobPs Daugh^ 
ter; The Game of Love and Death; Reunion in Vienna; To’-morrozc 
and To’^morrovo; Animal Kingdom; The Cherry Orchard; The Sea- 
Gull; Grand Hotel; Clear All Wires; Thunder on The Left; Mackerel 
Skies; and A Hat^ a Coat, a Glove* Mrs, Bernstein is also the author of 
Three Blue Suits* 



COSTUME 

by 

Aline Bernstein 

The moment an actor comes upon the stage, he is in cos- 
tume. He is no longer himself j he is the character he is repre- 
senting, the character written by the author. His flesh is not 
his own nor his mind nor his temperament nor his clothes j 
whether he wears a suit belonging to himself or not, that 
suit must have something that marks him. This is the under- 
lying principle of all costume design} it comes before any 
consideration of material or sesthetics. (I use the word actor 
to signify both male and female as the principle applies to 
both, and it is easier to use one word.) 

The first point to be considered in designing or choosing a 
costume is a careful study of the text of the play, of the char- 
acters represented in their own channel, and of thejr relation 
to each other. A costume must in no wav exceed i tself but 
must aid an actor and help to establish in the mind of the 
audience the sort of man he is representing. In other words 
the dress must be suitable, whether a thing of great beauty 
or of rags or of all the scale between. Sometimes effects can 
be gained by subtil means barely noticeable to the eye, the 
under or over starching of a collar, the lengthening or short- 
ening, or tightening or loosening, of a sleeve by so little as 
half an inch} and all theatre-goers know the effects that are 
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gained by comedians by the size of their hats, either too small 
or so large that their ears seem to hold them up. 

In designing or selecting a costume tjj^ere are four things to 
b^considered, the'^racter, the actor himself, the type of 
play, and the material. In the regular dramatic productions 
clothing is usually bought for the actors, and I have had 
struggles to make them wear what I considered proper. Many 
females of the species prefer to look either like a page from 
Vogue or Little Bo-Peep instead of the middle-aged matron 
that the author has written, or in any way to suggest the 
character itself. Above all things the actor must be comforta- 
ble and satisfied, as he is producing his effect with his own 
personality, flesh and blood. Actors are often desirous of im- 
pressing the audience rather with themselves than with the 
written characters. I believe this^^be perfectly legitimate 
with certain plays known as society pieces where light enter- 
tainment and the personal appearance of the actor are pre- 
eminent and where audiences go for those alone. But in the 
more seriou^ramas — I will take as examples Chekov and 
Ibsen and Shaw — ^where men have written seriously of life 
and the relation of human beings to each other, their environ- 
ment, and their social habitation, I believe that deep thought 
and care must be given to every detail of wearing apparel, 
not only clothes and hats but shoes, gloves, and jewelry. 

Remember that the theatrical art differs from all other 
arts inasmuch as it is a product of many minds and people. 
Countless hands go to make a finished production, whereas a 
painter paints his picture and it is entirely his own, an author’s 
book is his (the printing and binding make very little differ- 
ence), and a composer’s music, while it needs a good per- 
former, exists in its entirety on paper. 

The same principle holds good in designing costumes for 
period plays, but in period plays you have the aid of the style 
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and the fact that the eye is more readily pleased, and there 
are countless sources from which to get your information. I 
rarely use what is known as a costume book but go to the 
direct sources from which the authors of costume books have 
drawn their information, that is paintings, sculptures, and art 
objects of the period itself. Many secrets of draping and mak- 
ing can be discovered from careful study of sculpture, partic- 
ularly of the Greek and Egyptian, as the entire figure is 
there and the back and sides can be studied as well as the 
front. I often think what a pity it is that so few people are 
painting or modeling life as it exists today in all its interesting 
detail. The costume designer of two centuries from now will 
have to go to the fashion magazines or the stills of moving 
pictures for their information. There are no pictures of inti- 
mate social life as were painted in the early nineteenth cen- 
tury, no great portrait^nd conversation^pictures such as were 
painted in the eighteenth century, no vast and rich *store 
of portraits and groups of the Renaissance. Man in those 
times painted life as it was lived, formally and intimately, in 
all its detail, and those pictures are of the utmost value to the 
costume designer as well as to the scenic designer. 

And here let me say that those two functions should be 
performed by the same person, with the possible exception of 
the musical revue. I will no longer design costumes for a 
play where I do not design the scenery as well, «for the cos- 
tumes on the actors have to move back and forth before the 
background and in and out of the light with perfect harmony. 

As to the material used in period plays, that has to be 
determined by the money at hand for the production. Profes- 
siohal labor is expensive, and so, in these days, is material. 
Wonderful effects can be made with what I choose to call 
the translation*^f material. When the curtain goes up on a 
•scene, a magic ^Curtain rises vidth it, and through this magic 



336 OUR THEATRE TODAY ^ 

curtain the spectators look with enchanted eyes. They are 
there to be amused or instructSl or fooled^ according to the 
individual, maybe all three together. The illusion of the 
richest stuffs can be created with muslin, felt, oilcloth, vel- 
veteen, and a litde paint applied judiciously. Sometimes far 
more beautiful effects are created by the artist in this way 
than by the use of real and expensive materials which often 
go'^at under artificiariight. Remember everything on the 
stage must be heightened, must be made more like itself than 
it really is, and selection must be made and used from things 
as they really are. That is the way good writing is done for 
the theatre} an absolute transcription of conversation among 
four or five people would be dull and iminteresting.\The 
author selects the things for his characters to say that will 
point his story, the high spots of meaning, and so must the 
costume and scenic designer do with his material. \ 

Color is so much a matter of personal taste that I can say 
little about it eisfcept that at the outset there must be a definite 
/scheme. The way I proceed is to select the colors for the 
clothes of the principal actors, consult with them, and when 
we are settled, go on to the lesser characters and chorus or 
supernumeraries. I often take pieces of the colors and put 
them together, as the actors are grouped in a scene, to find 
if the effect is harmonious. This is a good practice but not 
necessary. 

You will find that practically all actors, particularly fe- 
males, have decided leanings toward certain colors and an 
absolute distaste for others} I have often had to remake an 
entire scheme on that account, to shift and change so that all 
are satisfied. |[t is a bad plan to have the actor dissatisfied with 
his clothes, for no matter how beautiful in design and color 
a costume may be, it is made into a fine and living thing by 
the actor, or it can be ruined by him.|There are certain people 
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who can carry their clothes on the stage with such dignity and 
beauty that the clothes themselves become finer than they 
really are, and others can make the most beautiful things ap- 
pear tawdryl^ 

The dye pot is a valuable adjimct to the designer, but it 
must be used with the utmost discretion. Color can be clear 
and it can be subtle, but it should not be muddy or arty. Color 
as well as line must be used to express your idea, but I should 
say that line, or style, is more important. And never forget 
how colors modify and change each other. 

Cutting and fitting are both a matter of constant practice. 
If you are making a period costume, study carefully all the 
points of its style. Study the width and length of the skirts, 
the make of the trousers, how the sleeves are made, how they 
are set into the armholes, how the neck of the garment fits on 
the body, where the shoulder seams come, where on the 
human form the waistline is placed, where buttons are put, 
and how the garment was fastened at the time. iThere is 
nothing too great nor too small to be studied, and the sum 
total makes a complete and beautiful whole, ^here is no 
detail which should not be considered and worked over, and 
if you have enough interest in your subject, you will find the 
day will stretch so that there is time for everything. I do not 
mean that costume should be overloaded with small things 
and ornaments} I mean that certain fundamentals of style 
must be adhered to for a perfect whole. 

In aU matters connected with the theatre the finished prod- 
uct, or performance, is the only thing that counts. The start 
may be enthusiastic and good, but what matters is the picture 
that strikes the eye of the spectator when the curtain rises. The 
amateur must impose upon himself this discipline} on the 
professional the discipline is imposed by the nature of his 
contract if ever he is to have a second job. 
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The theatre is a fine place and should be treated with re- 
spect by all who work in it. Unfortunately at times the theatri- 
cal business is conducted by people of no integrity and no 
sympathy or understanding of its widespread power. It is a 
great source of fun, which we all need, and a wonderful 
medium for the dissemination of ideas. 

There is not much money to be made designing costumes 
alone, certainly not much commensurate with the amount of 
work that goes into it. But there is a great deal of satisfaction 
in seeing one’s ideas come alive as they do no where else so 
well as on the stage. A good living can be made by designing 
costumes for the films and for musical revues, but those are 
the only fields wherein, I believe, a decent living can be 
earned. 

Everything that I have said I believe to apply to modern 
costume as well as to period. There, is always the particular 
character as well as the general style, and above all things 
remember that the most important thing about a costume is 
the acting that takes place inside of it. 



MAKE-UP FOR THE STAGE 

by 

Tamara Daykarkhanova 



Tamara Daykarkhanova received invaluable training in acting under 
Nemirovitch-DantcJienko and Constantin S. Stanislavsky in the School 
of the Moscow Art Theatre. On her graduation from this school, she 
became a member of the permanent company. She has received in- 
struction in dancing from Isadora Duncan and in singing from Madame 
Soia Lodi. In the Moscow Art Theatre, she played in Dostoievsky’s 
Brothers Karamazoff ; in Jushkevitch’s Miserere; in Ibsen’s Brand; and 
in Maeterlinck’s Blue Bird. One summer she danced with Duncan’s 
barefoot Russian troupe in London. 

She left the Moscow Art Theatre in order to play ingenue parts in 
Petrograd at the Maly Theatre, in Theatre Krivoe Zerkalo under 
Nicholas Evreinoff, and in Pantomime Theatre under Vsevolod Meier- 
hold. Leaving these stages to join Balieff’s Chauve-Souris, she became 
the leading actress of that company and played all the firsts dramatic 
parts in short plays written or adapted from masterpieces of Pushkin, 
Lermontoff, Gogol, Turgeneff, Tolstoy, Tchekoff, and Gorki. Her 
tremendous versatility, her training in dancing and singing enabled her 
to appear in five or six different parts in a single evening. In the summer 
she would appear as guest artist in Kieff, Odessa, Tiflis, and other cities. 
Madame Daykarkhanova played with the Chauve-Souris in Paris, Lon- 
don, New York, and Berlin in addition to approximately twenty-five 
other cities in Europe and this country. 

In 1931 she left the Chauve-Souris and made her home in New York* 
Here she founded the Studio of Stage Make-Up and more recently, 
Tamara Daykarkhanova’s School for the Stage. 
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by 

Tamara Daykarkhanova 

MAKE-UP IN THE PAST 

Leo Tolstoy once observed that it would be perplexing to 
speculate on how greatly the history of mankind would have 
been altered if Cleopatra^s nose had been a less provoking 
shape. It is safe to say, however, that the personal success of 
hundreds and hundreds of Cleopatras depends, to an enor- 
mous extent, upon the shape of the nose, on the shadows about 
the eyes, on the lines around the mouth, on the rouged, 
moulded outlines of the cheeks. 

Actors of the past, as well as those performers who never 
realized that they were acting — ^the medicine men, the priests, 
the warriors dancing the ritual of glory, of conquest, of plun- 
der — understood that in order to impress their audiences, to 
make an illusion come true before these audiences, they must 
alter their physical appearance. Hence, they applied paints 
to the body and face, or they wore a mask. In shoes with high 
heels, they further decorated themselves with such appurte- 
nances as would immediately induce in the spectator the par- 
ticular mood in which they desired him to be, equally recep- 
tive to a comedian’s rendition of a phallic song or to a lofty 
interpretation of a noble tragedy. 

341 
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The art of make-up is’ an old one. Excavations, revealing 
information of the Stone Age, prove beyoi^ a doubt, that an 
extinct race of human beings covered their bodies with paints. 
Scientists are uncertain, however, of the underlying motive. 
It is difficult for them to say whether this was done to beautify 
the body or to protect it from the pernicious bites of insects. 
When and how make-up, or the painting and changing of the 
face, became a practice on the stage is not definitely known. It 
is generally assumed that the famous inventor of the second 
actor in Greek tragedy, Thespis, introduced the mask and 
make-up on the stage in the sixth century b. c. It is probable 
that the use of make-up on the stage originated among the 
worshipers of Bacchus, who smeared their faces with red 
w^e.^^he make-up of the medieval actor in the mystery play 
is impressive for its realistic interpretation of the features of 
devils and saints, angels and animals, laymen and monks. The 
innumerable Feasts of Fools, Feasts of Asses, and other revels 
of the lower clergy, were enacted with faces painted strictly 
according to type. In the French morality play, Bien Avise et 
Mai Avise, for example, Fortune would wear a two-faced 
mask — one face kindly and smiling, the other grim and scowl- 
ing. 

In examining the illustrations of the commedia dell’ arte, we 
find that the faces of the leading characters — ^Pantalone, 
Arlecchino, Capitano, Dottore — ^are made up effectively and 
convincingly. This is startling when we realize that the mate- 
rials utilized in these make-ups were of the crudest. The cele- 
brated Gros-Guillaume on the stage of the Hotel de Bour-- 
gogne, would cover his face with a thick layer of flour. 
During the time of Elizabeth, the actor relied almost entirely 
upon the use of wigs and beards. Even in the days of David 
Garrick, little attention was paid to the realism of make-up, 
Garrick himself wore the white court wig of George III in 
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nearly all his parts. Until the middle of the nineteenth cen- 
tury, when grease paint was invented, the make-up box con- 
sisted only of white chalk, carmine, burnt cork, and white 
lead with lard as a base. 

With such meager equipment it is easy to understand why 
make-up fell into disrepute. The chemistry of paints was 
undeveloped and many coloring materials were injurious and 
even poisonous to the user. Little was accomplished in this 
art at the time of the maturity of Eleanora Duse’s genius, and 
as a result, she renounced make-up completely. The actor to- 
day cannot renounce it.^The very nature of the modern theatre 
and motion pictures, and their powerful lighting systems, 
make this art a necessity to the actor.\He must be grateful to 
modern industry which has provided him with such an assort- 
ment of reliable paints and powders. He must be grateful, too, 
to the great artists who have evolved a scientific technique of 
stage make-up, helping him to equip himself to meet one of 
his major problems in the theatre. 


STAGE MAKE-UP IN THE AMERICAN THEATRE 

While the actor today may recognize how much has been 
accomplished in the art of make-up and in the materials and 
tools of this art, and while he may realize that modern light- 
ing demands some knowledge on his part of the fundamental 
application of make-up, he has seldom been tempted to master 
its exacting technique. His own sad experience has taught him 
that the theatre, as he knows it in this country, operates under 
a system of type-casting, a system which, by its very nature, 
discourages the use of the make-up box. He has not learned to 
master this art because he has been forced to the realization 
that he will not be called upon to undertake a role unless he 
himself fulfils the physical qualifications of the characters h^ 
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is to play. It seems to me that theatrical producers are begin- 
ning to see the absurdity of casting to type, and that this 
system may be forced to yield to another less pernicious to 
the growth and development of the actor. As the situation 
stands today, I feel I can safely say that no more than ten 
per cent of the American acting profession know very much 
about make-up. 

I find this a highly deplorable condition, as make-up, more 
than costume or setting, conveys to the spectator the true es- 
sence of a great performance-A^be manifestation of a human 
soul in a human countenance. The nearer an actor comes to 
making his outward appearance correspond to the inner de- 
sign of his part, the more brilliant and unforgettable will be 
the image he creates and the more surely will this image 
make the on-looker suifer and rejoice with him on the stage. 
In the words of a German author, “Make-up becomes the 
visiting card of the actor.” 

It is a comparatively simple operation to apply the con- 
ventional black face mask worn by an A1 Jolson or a Moran 
and Mack. It is another thing to apply black paint to reveal 
the face of Emperor Jones. It is not difficult for an actor to ap- 
ply a nose resembling that of Cyrano de Bergerac. But the 
problem of convincing an audience that behind this enormous 
and famous nose is a suffering and sensitive human being^ may 
be solved only by a brilliant actor with an extensive knowl- 
edge of make-up. 

I should like to emphasize at this point t^t the conception 
of make-up for a specific character must be simultaneous with 
the conception of the inner design of the roleT A noted French 
actor and monologist, M. Signoret, once said to me, 

Ce qui imforte swtout, 'pour mettre convenahlement un 
role en valeur, c^est de considerer que chaque etre, reel ou 
imaginaire, porte le rejlet de son dme sur son visage et que sa 
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mentalitS se retrouve jusque dans le moindre de ses gestes?- 

This opinion is shared by the great contemporary Russian 
actors: Madame Knipper-Chekhova, Stanislavsky, Katchaloff, 
Moskvin, Michel Chekhov. 

If this is true for the professional theatre, its importance is 
amplified many times for the actor in working in the Little 
or College theatre. There the actor must be even more metic- 
ulous about his make-up than he would be were he to appear 
in a Broadway playhouse. The majority of community theatres 
are comparatively small, intimate.\The audience sits close to 
the stage. Obviously, on such a stage, make-up must be ap- 
plied much more carefully than would be required in a metro- 
politan theatre. |It is impossible, in dealing with a small stage, 
to use the same methods of applying grease paints, the same 
practice in preparing false, putty noses or chins, that might be 
employed in a large house.\The application of wrinkles, the 
elevation of the frontal bone, all lines, all shadows, all blend- 
ings must be finer and less striking.jThis is as true in make-up 
as it is in the other plastic arts. Workmanship designed for 
close observation is fine and delicate, like the Persian prints or 
medieval miniatures. That designed for an audience which 
will view it from a distance is bolder in design and more 
daring in execution, like the cathedral gargoyles. 

MAKE-UP AND STAGE LIGHTING 

One must keep in mind the fact that the modern system of 
stage lighting entirely changes the physical appearance of the 
actor, fastening the attention of the on-looker on every detail 
of the performance. It is widely known that there are few, 

^ The most important thing, in order to give proper value to a role is 
to consider that every person, real or imaginary, bears on his face the re- 
flection of his soul, and that his state of mind is found even in the least of 
his gestures. 
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if any, faces that can brave the revealing lights of the modern 
stage without the assistance of make-up.lNor is it an exaggera- 
tion to say that world-celebrated young beauties, under strong 
lights and without proper make-up, look like worn-out, faded 
women, wan, withered, yellowed. Make-up, therefore, be- 
comes the restorer of beauty, of natural color. ( 

Substantially, straight make-up is similar to the process of 
restoring paintings of old masters, or the icons of Russian 
artists. The original colors and outlines frequently disappear 
or are blurred by the pitiless grip of time or the barbarity of 
succeeding generations and must be retouched or restored. On 
the stage, the natural colors of the pigment are likewise falsi- 
fied by the powerful, artificial lights, and it becomes the actor’s 
problem to renew his natural colors and emphasize his good 
features by every means at his command. Thus,j the actor’s 
personality becomes distinctly the gainer. ^ 

Every actor must remember also the changes produced on 
his face by different systems of lighting. | Consequently, he 
must alter and adjust his make-up in accordance with the 
quality and intensity of the lights which surround him on the 
stage.^The ideal solution of the problem of lighting has been 
found in the combination of overhead, foot, and horizontal 
lights. If only overhead lights are available, or if the lights 
from above overlpalance the foot and horizontal ones, then 
only the upper portion of the face and body is illuminated, 
producing an effect of deep shadows xinder all the protruding 
features. The forehead appears to have shiny spots, the eye 
sockets become dark holes, the cheek bones grow more promi- 
nent and the nose longer. If brilliant footlights alone are 
used, then the effect is reversed from that outlined above. 
Light from below throws a rather grotesque shadow on the 
upper part of the face. Light is thus thrown imder the eye- 
brows, the eyes grow dull, and the forehead wd the upper 
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portion of the nose darker, shadowed, producing in turn, the 
effect of a fore-shortened head. 

A one-sided -horizontal lighting, for instance, may lend the 
face a convincing Rembrandtian appearance. Nemirovitch- 
Dantchenko, the famous director of the Moscow Art Theatre, 
during the ‘ffortune-telling” scene in his production of Car- 
mencita and, the Soldiery illuminated Carmencita’s face from 
below, thereby giving it a remarkable quality of mystery. 

The selection of paints for good make-up and the method of 
their application, therefore, ^depends very much upon the col- 
oring and intensity of the stage lights.] Colored screens placed 
in front of the spots “kill” some of the paintsy^hite, on 
the other hand, will always assume the color which illumi- 
nates it. Red, under a blue light, will become black or ashy 
purple. One frequently sees two young lovers on the stage 
under the blue of moonlight. Their faces almost invariably 
look like those of ghosts come to life. Red light brightens 
red; yellow light on red will make it a pale yellow, while 
green will darken it. The average blue under red light be- 
comes black. The same is true for orange and yellow. Many 
blues become green under green lights, blue ixnder blue lights. 
Thus, it becomes obligatory to equip the dressing rooms with 
lights corresponding to the general lighting scheme of the 
production. Many mistakes in make-up may thereby be easily 
avoided. The right scheme of lighting in addition to the 
proper application of make-up enhances the beauty of the 
face of the actor, making his features more or less prominent 
as the need may be, adding a spiritual or animated quality to 
his physiognomy. 


ANALYSIS OF MAKE-UP 

Make-up is the only means by which an actor can make 
his outward appearance reflect a character he is creating. The 
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technique of make-up, like every phase of dramatic technique, 
requires definite preparatory work and definite routine prac- 
tice. The problem, moreover, of a particular make-up must 
be attacked in the same manner, with the same^sychological 
analysis as the character itself. The actor builds his make-up 
as he builds his character. If he does not understand and ac- 
cept this fact, he materially decreases his chances of real suc- 
cess on the stage. 

His first step is to establish the nationality of the character 
he is interpreting. Anthropology teaches us that races have 
their own characteristics and peculiar colorings. For the most 
part northern Europeans have fair complexions and broad, 
square faces. We find the Mediterranean peoples with olive 
skin, oval faces and well curved lips. The Slavic population of 
the great Russian and Baltic plains are readily known by their 
blonde hair and blue eyes, yet they differ enormously from 
the northern Europeans, although both belong to the Cau- 
casian race. The Mongolian type is immediately brought to 
mind by the oblique eyes, slightly flat nose, and highly prom- 
inent cheek bones. In preparing make-up, we not only have 
to follow these generalizations, but we must adjust the racial 
features to the particular national traits. Albums of various 
races and nationalities are invaluable source books for the 
actor. 

Once national traits are established the next step is the ad- 
justment of the make-up to the zge of the part. Gray hair, 
wrinkles, sagging jaws, flabby skin are some of the obvious 
concomitants of old age. In addition, however, the actor must 
analyze the lines which lif^itself leaves on the faces of men 
and women. An old man who has passed through terrific suf- 
fering will carry the marks of his experiences in his face. Like- 
wise, a man who has attained spiritual contentment will reflect 
his inner calm in his outward appearance. 
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The actor must remember that our emotionTas well as the 
external circumstances of our lives, leave their marks upon our 
face. A sleepless night, a night of sorrow and tears, misery 
and distress, will leave dark shadows under the eye sockets, 
deep lines from the nostrils to the corners of the mouth, mak- 
ing it droop. Add a pale complexion to this weary countenance, 
and the audience will instantly sense the suffering of the char- 
acter. Just so, a night of inebriation will result in inflamed 
eyes, underlined by reddish pouches. The so-called gay life 
is typified by an exaggerated redness of nose and cheeks. A 
life of disappointment will draw dark lines of sorrow at the 
corners of the mouth and cause heavy, vertical lines to appear 
on the bridge of the nose. 

After the actor has established the nationality and age of 
the role, he must turn his attention to the analysis of the char-*' 
acter. The traits, for example, pf naivete, trustfulness, and 
audacity must be indicated on the black face of Othello just 
as slyness, malice, and envy must be reflected on the white 
face of lago. ^ 

Obviously, too, a man will often reflect his profession. A 
laborer on the highways will boast a face beaten by the sun 
and winds while the Russian bootmaker’s face will be white 
and swollen, bringing to the audience a conception of his work 
— six days each week spent in a dark cellar, where sunlight 
never can penetrate, and the seventh, his day of rest, spent in 
hard drinking. 

Then comes the adjustment of make-up to the particular 
epoch in which the character is functioning. History teaches 
us that each epoch has its own conception of beauty. Mona 
Lisa has no eyebrows; yet a quarter of a century ago, feminine 
beauty was measured by the abundance of the eyebrows. 
Today, our leaders of fashion again dictate plucking of eye- 
brows, returning once more to the Pre-Raphaelite conception 
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of beauty. A fair lady of King Arthur’s court, let us say Isolde, 
“la belle, la blonde,” cannot resemble a coquette in the time 
of Moliere. Venus de Milo or the frail, pale Infanta of 
Velasquez would be ridiculous in a flapper’s dress with a 
cigarette between her*lips and a flask in her pocket. 

Up to this pointy the discussion has been chiefly concerned 
with realistic make-up for realistic productions. |Now we must 
approach a new problem, namely, the relationship of the face, 
the mask, the make-up, to the tempo and style of the produc- 
tion!\The face of Hamlet, for instance, cannot be made until 
the director’s aim in production is fully understood. Katchal- 
oflPs make-up for Hamlet in a Gordon Craig setting at the 
Moscow Art Theatre differed entirely from the same actor’s 
make-up at the same theatre, when a realistic, historical setting 
was utilized. These two make-ups differed from each other 
as greatly as did Basil Sidney’s in Arthur Hopkins’ production 
of that play in modern, full evening dress, from that of the 
face of the Prince of Denmark himself. Abbie Putnam’s face 
in Desire Under the Elms, under the direction of Kenneth 
Macgowan and in settings by Robert Edmond Jones, must 
differ completely from the face of O’Neill’s heroine in Tair- 
off’s interpretation in the Kamerny Theatre. An actress play- 
ing either Mary of Scotland or Queen Elizabeth in Schiller’s 
thrilling and romantic conception of these rulers must have a 
vastly different make-up from what she would have were she 
portraying either of these ladies in Maxwell Anderson’s 
version of the same theme. 

Certain ^les of production require the use of expressionistic 
or futuristic make-up in keeping with the lines of production. 
An excellent example of expressionistic make-up is the method 
which was employed occasionally by the Second Studio of 
the Moscow Art Theatre, when wigs were made of oilcloth, or 
of wool or velvet materials, eyebrows were pieces of fabric 
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glued on to the face, and red cheeks likewise pieces of round 
red cloth. Yet the general effect was not absurd because all 
the details of make-up were in harmony with the setting and 
dramatic interpretation, 

I would like to emphasize the fact that a futuristic make-up 
does not mean a ridiculous make-up. It does not mean that 
the eyes are placed where the nose should be or the nose on 
the back of the head.^Futuristic make-up is done along abstract 
lines, but it is always cognizant of the specific problems of 
type, color, and character interpretation. ^ In feeling, it is 
exactly the same as modern painting and sculpture. 


THE TECHNIQUE OF MAKE-UP 

In examining any human face, one will be able to distinguish 
one of two fundamfeital states or conditions. Either, the facial 
expression will border on that of grief, of sorrow, or it will 
be that of gaiety, of cheerfulness. In analyzing the external 
factors producing these two major effects, we shall discover 
that the cheerful face finds its expression in facial lines going 
from down to ,up, giving it a more or less rounded aspect. In 
the melancholy face, all lines go down, lengthening it. If 
we will examine attentively the changes that occur on the 
face, we will notice immediately that when one laughs, one’s 
face begins to grow larger, to approach a circle. Even the 
nose, the most immobile part of the mask, becomes larger and 
grows rounder. On the other hand, when we weep, the muscles 
of the face, particularly the corners of the mouth and eyes, 
droop. Old age produces similar changes, due to the fact that 
the bones protrude 5 the skin sags and drops, creating hollows 
in the cheeks. Youth is characterized by the rounded mask, 
with all facial lines tending upwards. These two fundamental 
laws aid us in conceiving a scientific make-up. 
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In preparing a make-up, we have to solve the problem of 
■^beauty and ugliness. Although there is no yardstick, no golden 
rule to govern our conception of beauty, a conception which 
is always personal and relative, we can say, nevertheless, that 
beauty lies in certain facial proportions, in the harmony of 
features, in the controlling influence of form, in the subordina- 
tion of the parts to the whole.'^Ugliness, therefore, must lie 
in the disproportion, in the exaggeration of features. Thus, . 
when one is going to prepare a beautiful face, one must give 
it the impression of harmony and proportion. In my own 
experience I have found certain criteria for beauty, which I 
attempt to give the face upon which I am working. The dis- 
tance between the eyes should be the space of one eye. The 
proportional face should be divided into three parts: the first 
part consisting of the space from the hair line to the bridge 
of the nose; the second from the bridge to the end of the 
nose 5 the third from the end of the nose to the chin. The shape 
of a beautiful face should be an oval. Specimens of classic 
Greek sculpture supply us with excellent examples of a pro- 
portional, harmonious face. 

It is of maximum importance that the actor playing a 
straight role should know his own face. Every face is asym- 
metric, a fact whi^ often becomes too apparent on the stage. 
Every face is individual} each has its own merits and faults 
from a theatrical point of view. And the proUem of straight 
make-up consists chiefly in emphasizing the merits of the face 
and concealing the defects. The results of improper make-up 
are immediately apparent on the stage, because the actor, not 
knowing the art of make-up, frequently emphasizes his de- 
fects. He may succeed in making a large mouth larger by the 
faulty application of rouge, or he may apply too little and the 
spectator will see no mouth at all. 

The general principles of make-up are the same as those 
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in painting, which deals in lig'^it and shadow. Each lighted 
portion is projected, made prominent. Every darkened or 
shadowed portion is deepened, sunken, almost made to dis- 
appear. All parts of the face, therefore, that an actor wants 
to make prominent must be lightened j those that he wishes 
to conceal, darkened. As in painting he must know the answers 
to three questions: What paints should be used? Where 
should he apply them? How shall he blend them? 

Modern industry offers us four types of paints: grease 
paints, dry paints, liquid paints, and greaseless paints. There 
are, furthermore, approximately ninety hues in the various 
kinds of paints, giving the actor a large range of choice. Among 
these various types I completely eliminate the use of dry 
paints, with the single exception of dry rouge. I find that dry 
paints usually produce an opaque effect and that they dry the 
skin. The grease paints I use are manufactured by Max Factor 
or Stein. I find that they are harmless to the skin and offer a 
satisfactory choice of shades and colors. Leichner^s paints also 
are excellent, and I use many of them. It might be well, at 
this point, to emphasize the fact that a clearly defined applica- 
tion, well-blended, devised to give the natural effect of 
wrinkles, should be applied with ^^artistic brushes,” according 
to the methods originated by experts of the Moscow Art 
Theatre. 

Let us enumerate now the succession of operations in make- 
up. Then we shall be able to discuss and analyze each operation 
in turn. The order should always be as follows: 

1. Application of cold cream. 

2. Application of foundation or groundcoat on the entire 
face to the neck. 

3. Moulding of cheeks and chin. (In case of old or char- 
acter make-up, the application of wrinkles.) 

4. Eyes. 



OUR THEATRE TODAY 


354 

5. Nose. 

6. Forehead. 

7. Powdering the face. 

8. Lips. 

9. Eyebrows and eyelines. 

10. Additional retouching of cheeks. 

11. Neck. 

Cold cream cleanses the face. One must be lavish, therefore, 
in its application. After it is carefully and richly rubbed into 
the skin, it should be completely removed with a towel or 
tissue napkins, leaving a greaseless surface to the touch. 
Foundation is applied in order to give the face a base. The 
choice of color in this operation depends upon the type of 
role to be played as well as upon the age of the character. 
Each individual must make his own choice for each part. For 
straight make-up I find that grease paint, a shade darker than 
one’s own complexion, is generally satisfactory. This is espe- 
cially good for the American stage, usually lighted with straw 
or amber lights, which tend to blanche the grease paint 
slightly. One should never use too thick a foundation. The 
paint should be spread over the face to the neck until a smooth 
surface is achieved. It is important to remember that the 
modern stage is higher than the orchestra and that the chin 
does not conceal the neck, which must have proper treatment 
and attention. The foundation is blended with the fingers, 
always carefully working into the hair line. Otherwise a white 
line of demarcation will appear at the point where hair 
and forehead meet. If the foundation is poorly blended, high 
lights and shadows make an unexpected appearance upon the 
face of the actor. 

Moulding, the third operation in the application of make-up, 
is designed to give the face the shape that is required for a 
particular characterization. As I mentioned elsewhere, it is 
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almost always accomplished by the play of high lights and 
shadows. Occasionally, and for special purposes, the use of 
putty is employed to build up a nose, chin, temples, or fore- 
head. This use of putty, however, requires highly specialized 
training, which it is impossible to discuss fully at the present 
time. The moulding of the face for straight make-up for 
actresses is accomplished by the use of rouge which is darker 
than the foundation and, therefore, sinks protruding parts of 
the face. A heavy chin, for instance, or too prominent cheek 
bones may be made less conspicuous by the use of rouge. A 
narrow or undersized, chin, on the other hand, may be made 
to appear larger by high lighting the maxilla bone. For mould- 
ing the face for the young actor in straight make-up, I advise 
the use of grease paint of a slightly darker shade than the 
foundation. Should the face require a cleanly shaven appear- 
ance, the chin and cheek bones should be moulded with green- 
blue lining color. Let us emphasize at this point that the entire 
secret of moulding depends upon the actor^s ability to blend 
the rouge or dark paint into the foundation so that the paints 
gradually disappear. The blending of the larger surfaces such 
as the cheeks is done by the tips of the fingers, while the blend- 
ing of eye shadows must invariably be done with ^^artistic 
brushes.” Perhaps one of the most essential operations of a 
proper make-up is the blending of the cheeks. Often one will 
find an actor placing the rouge only in the center of the cheeks 
without the proper blending, resulting in an unnatural doll- 
like quality. 

At this point the ears should be covered with rouge. 

In the case of a character, or an old make-up, the wrinkles 
are applied immediately after the moulding. In order to make 
the wrinkles appear natural, I recommend the use of a red- 
brown mixture. Only this shade, the same as is used for mould- 
ing faces depicting old age, corresponds to the pigments of 



356 OUR THEATRE TODAY 

our skin. Except in certain isolated instances, I do not suggest 
the use of black or blue lining colors for wrinkles. Wrinkles 
applied will look natural if the face is screwed up and the 
natural lines thus formed are deepened with the “artistic 
brush,” or with a stick or pencil, if one feels a lack of facility 
in handling the brush. Once the wrinkles are drawn, they 
should be blended carefully with the tips of the fingers. 

The make-up of the eyes is done in two operations; the 
first, prior to the application of powder, the second after. The 
latter operation will be explained in its place in the applica- 
tion of make-up. The proper make-up of the eyes is done in 
the following manner. The eyes are strengthened for a straight 
make-up by shadowing them on the upper and, more particu- 
larly, on the lower lids. With a fine brush lines are drawn 
close to the lashes. These lines must be blended until they 
gradually fade into the colors on the nose, on the cheeks, on 
the temples. Should an actress desire to make her eyes appear 
larger than they naturally are, she should prolong the lower 
line from the outer corner of the eye slightly beyond the eye- 
lash and carry this end in an upward direction. By this method, 
deeply set, dull eyes may be made to flash and twinkle. If 
the upper lid is puffy, a dark color should be applied from the 
eyelash up and gradually blended with the tips of the fingers 
up to the eye socket bone. If the upper lid is hollow, it should 
be high lighted instead of shadowed. When the eyes are placed 
too closely together, the upper and lower shadows should be 
applied where the eye begins and extended a little beyond the 
eye in the direction of the temple. If the eyes are too far apart, 
shadows should be applied on the inner corner of the eye 
sockets. These operations are the same for men and women, 
with a single exception. In the case of the actor, the lower 
lid should be shadowed very slightly. In all cases one must 
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always remember to rouge the upper eyelid, as this gives 
life to the eye. 

This portion of the eye operation having been completed, 
work is begun on the nose. The modern stage, with its strong 
lighting system, often robs the nose of its true contours, turn- 
ing it into a shapeless mass. For this reason it is necessary to 
place shadows on each side of the nose. If applied lightly, and 
blended properly into the foundation, these shadows will not 
only restore the shape of the nose under the footlights, but 
will correct its defects. Should the nose, for example, be too 
long, the application of the darker shadow color under the 
tip of the nose, will eliminate the tip as far as the audience 
can see. If, on the contrary, an actor, wishes to elongate his 
nose, or to make it more prominent, the shadows should run 
from the bridge of the nose to the end of it and should be 
prolonged under the tip. Again the actor should remember 
that the blending of these shadows along each side of the 
nose must be thoroughly and expertly performed. When the 
actor decides on the use of nose putty to correct a snub nose 
or a sunken nose, he must remember, too, that nose putty 
will adhere only to the dry skin. Even the slightest trace 
of grease must be thoroughly removed, with a lotion or with 
alcohol. 

The next portion of the face to be treated is the forehead. 
Here, one will generally meet one of two problems. Either 
the forehead is too high or broad or else it may be too narrow 
to meet the proportions of real beauty. The actress with a 
high forehead may cut part of it off with rouge while the 
actor may use the darker foundation. If, on the other hand, 
the forehead is too narrow, part of the hair may be blocked 
out. This may be accomplished effectively in the following 
manner: Cover the necessary portions of the hair completely 
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with Pmaud’s Pomade Hongroise, broadening or lengthening 
as much as is required. Allow the pomade to dry thoroughly. 
Then richly apply the grease paint foundation. 

After all these operations have been completed, the face 
should be powdered. Cover the whole surface of grease paint, 
and apply the powder generously. Then with a soft baby 
brush, smooth or brush the face carefully and thoroughly. 
The superfluous powder will be removed in this way. In 
choosing the powder for a young make-up, the actor or actress 
should match the color of the powder to his individual grease 
paiiit foundation. 

In coloring the lips, we must bear in mind that their size 
should be in proportion to the face. Porportion is particularly 
desirable for an actress’s straight make-up. If the lower lips 
are much heavier than the upper ones, and if the space be- 
tween the nose and lips permits, build up the upper lip. 
Should the distance between one’s nose and lips be too short, 
however, the lower lip then may be narrowed with the use of 
the foundation of grease paint. 

Again, we return to the eyes. I call this “retouching.” The 
contours should be emphasized by a very thin line drawn 
with black lining, along the lower and upper eyelids, close to 
the eyelashes. If it is desirable to enlarge the eyes, the upper 
line may be prolonged a little in the direction of the temple 
and drawn with a downward stroke resembling a comma. This 
will give the effect of lengthened eyelashes. False eyelashes 
may, of course, be glued onj blonde ones may be darkened 
by painting. I will leave the application of .mascara and cos- 
metics to actors’ discretion, reminding them only that both 
mascara and cosmetics produce an effect only on about the 
first ten rows of the orchestra. The shape of the eyebrows may, 
of course, be altered. An eyebrow may be heightened by 
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blocking out part of it. The method used to do this is the same 
as has been discussed in the treatment of the forehead. 

Occasionally, at this point, an actress will observe that her 
cheeks are too pale. She may retouch them with dry rouge 
after, and only after, the face has been powdered. This will 
help her make-up, without having the dry rouge harm her skin. 

The make-up now being completed, it may be necessary in 
some cases to cover the arms, neck, and hands with a special 
body liquid in a color corresponding to the foundation. This 
liquid is applied with a sponge and should be permitted to 
dry thoroughly. 

In the treatment of the hair, it has been found that white 
powder, or white mascara, especially when applied on the 
temples, will make the hair appear gray or graying. The 
Broadway theatre seems to have an enormous prejudice against 
wigs. I feel this attitude due, largely, to a misunderstanding. 
Wigs, for contemporary characters, prepared by expert wig- 
makers, should be as effective as one’s own hair. I have known 
many actors who have covered thinning hair, or completely 
bald heads, with transformations with such dexterity that the 
question of the naturalness of the hair has never arisen. The 
European practice is a vastly different one. There is scarcely 
a role in the repertory of the Moscow Art Theatre which is 
played without a wig. 

The technique of applying artificial hair (crepe hair) must 
be mastered thoroughly if it is to be employed satisfactorily. 
The actor must remember that beards and mustaches are 
glued to the lips and chin after the whole painting of the face 
is completed. It is obvious, of course, that those portions of 
the face on which the hair will be glued must be clean of all 
grease. The hair itself is applied with a strong spirit gum. 
The crepe hair will be procured in braids which must be 
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loosened and combed gently apart. As soon as enough hair is 
combed, the mustache and beard are glued on in small sec- 
tions. They should never be glued on in a compact mass. Press 
the crepe hair firmly to the face with a towel. When the hair 
is fixed in place, trim it into the desired shape or form with 
a pair of straight scissors, 

'^In evolving a character make-up, an actor must be guided ' 
not only by the general principles and technique of straight 
make-up, but by the conception of the character to be played. 
The inner design of the character must be clearly understood 
before his outer appearance is planned,^ 

^ Inasmuch as limited space prevents us from going into all the devious 
paths of character make-up, I have selected a few special examples which 
will explain how the technique of make-up is applicable to these cases. 
For analysis and illustrations see Appendix V. 
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ILLUSTRATIONS OF THE FUNCTIONS OF LIGHTING 
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‘‘Pueblo” (locale) 


These two pictures illustrate the possibility of changing the time of day 
by means of lighting on the same setting. 
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Berkeley Square” (composition) 
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By . keeping the light off the setting, or 
is given to the scene. 



APPENDIX II 


ANALYSIS OF THE PRODUCTION OF OTWAY’S 
VENICE PRESERVED 

Venice Preserved is heroic tragedy of the Restoration period. 
The style of production falls half-way between the classic and the 
romantic, the scenery being considerably more classic and the style 
of acting more romantic. The visibility is relatively high through- 
out; locale is only vaguely represented according to the demands 
of the manuscript. The composition of lighting is its most important 
function in this production. The demand for variety with the unit 
set calls for the use of definite area lighting as indicated in the ac- 
companying cue sheets, and can be carried out as indicated in the 
plans of the lighting lay-out. 

The colors are selected to give accent and pictorial composition 
to the costumes and at the same time to be consistent with the mood 
of the particular scene. The density of the color is somewhat exag- 
gerated to convey the romantic style of the production. 

The transition from scene to scene provides or creates the most 
difficult problem in lighting the production and is indicated in the 
cue sheets as a sequential operation. The business of the actor and 
the timing of the cues on the switchboard must be carefully co- 
ordinated so that the actor is constantly visible, and the movement 
of the lighting does not become distracting. 

The mood element in the production is the result of the selection 
of colors and the control of the distribution of light to the important 
areas and details of the setting. The timing of the changes and the 
development of the pictorial composition in each scene to follow 
the action of the play enhance the mood quality considerably by 
virtue of the compelling arbitrary effect of lighting. 
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APPENDIX III 


ANALYSIS OF IRISH LUCK BY IRMA JONES 

Although essentially devoted to comedy, this play cannot be so 
called since there is a goodly portion of eminently serious material. 
It is a drama of manners with tendencies toward the amusing. 
The production is realistic with a small degree of artificiality 
introduced to lighten the scene which is inherently more tragic 
than is desirable. The setting is described as the janitor’s pent- 
house atop an apartment building. 

The visibility indicated is medium with the exaggeration of in- 
tensity desirable to lighten the effect. This is limited by a rather 
necessary adherence to the time of day and the motivating sources. 

Locale was important to the meaning of the play in regard to 
both time and place. A central fixture was added after the photo- 
graphs were taken, which served to motivate the light around the 
table in the evening scenes. The careful treatment of the back- 
ground aided in the placement of the setting. 

The composition is casual. There is no attempt to increase the 
sense of design in the balance of the lighting. The acting areas are 
softly blended, accented where the sun or a lamp justifies and left 
diffuse where no special motivation demanded highlighting. 

The sum total of the foregoing aspects is neither essentially heavy 
nor light, tragic nor comic; so it was left to color to pick up the 
mood of the scene. The selection of media was slightly exaggerated 
on the warm side and the level intensity increased. These two con- 
siderations tipped the balance in favor of comedy. 
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APPENDIX IV 


A DICTIONARY OF INSTRUMENTS 

Sfotlights — There are three groups: the baby, using either a 
250 or 400 watt G-30 lamp and having usually either a 4.W' x 7'' 
or a 9'' lens; the standard spotlight, accommodating a 500, 
1000, or 1500 watt G-40 lamp and having a 6" x 10" lens; and 
the large spotlight, using either a 1500 or 2000 watt lamp. (Note, 
only the largest of the standard class should be used with a 1500 
watt lamp because the heat will shorten the life of the lamp and 
crack the lens.) The large spotlights ordinarily have an 8"x 12'' 
lens.^ 

Spotlights give a sharp concentrated beam of light, which may 
be flooded and sharpened by moving the lamp closer to or farther 
from the lens. A falling off of intensity always accompanies flooding, 
and an increase in intensity results from sharpening. Color is given 
by the use of gelatin filters. The beam may be shaped by the use of 
black mat board. 

A certain control over the light may be gained from the use of 
cutoffs such as funnels, flippers, mats, irises, et cetera. A control of 
intensity is obtained by the use of any of the standard stage dimmers. 
Further information concerning these instruments may be found in 
the texts mentioned in the bibliography. 

^ Recently a new form using an ellipsoidal reflector has been developed. 
It is from three to four times as efiicient as the old spotlight within a 
limited range of spread of beam. It is made in 500 and 1500—2000 w sizes. 
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[Nev^Type Incandescent^ 

Lekolite, Eight Inch Lens, 
1000^2000 Watt (Centur^ 


Lekolite, Six Inch 
Lens, 100-500 Watt 
(Century) 


Lekolite, Eight Inch Lens 
100-500 Watt (Century) 





spotlight with automatic 
ally controlled color frames 
(Kliegl) 







Elipsoidal Spotlight 
500 Watt (Kliegl) 
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New Type KJieglight 



Floodlights — There are two types: the wide angle beam or open 
faced flood; and the concentrated beam or projector. The open 
faced flood, sometimes called an Olivette, gives a broad spread of 
diffuse light; some have shaped reflectors which give a particular 
distribution, and these are preferable. The projector has a large 
parabolic reflector and concentric spill rings or louvers and is similar 
to the searchlights used on ships. This instrument gives a strong 
shaft of light of high intensity. The open faced type uses a 500, 
1000, or 1500 watt P. S. type lamp. The projector uses either a 
500 or 1000 watt G-40. 

Color is obtained by the use of gelatin filters. Neither group can 
be matted very successfully. The projector can be varied in spread a 
little by moving the lamp closer to or away from the reflector, but 
if it is moved too much, a dead spot occurs in the center of the 
lighted area. By the use of louvers the direct emanation of the 
projector can be eliminated so that only the sharp beam of light 
remains. 
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Floodlight 
Opening 16x16 
(Century) 


Projector 

(Century) 


Floodlight 
Opening 14Hxl4K 
(Century) 


Floodlight with pipe 
clamp. Opening 16x16. 



Striflights — These instruments consist of a row of floodlights 
wired for three or four colors in regular sequence. Sometimes they 
are an open trough with a line of sockets. The best variety are those 
having individual compartments with properly shaped reflectors. 
They all use P. S. type lamps varying from 50 to 500 watts. Portable 
strips are usually built in sections from 5 to 8 feet in length. Pin 
connectors at either end allow these sections to be connected to- 
gether. 

The distribution of the different types varies widely, and it is best 
to call in an expert before purchasing. This is particularly true of the 
strips used for lighting a cyclorama or dome. Color is obtained in 
three ways: colored lamps in the smaller strips, gelatin filters, or 
glass roundels in the larger strips. This instrument will cast shadows 
of objects parallel to its length, but if the object is perpendicular to 
a plane containing the strip there will be no shadows. 

They can be controlled to a slight extent by shadow boxes and 
by series of fins. Color gradations may be obtained by the subtle 
variation of the individual circuits. A simple one-circuit type is made 
for the illumination of door backings. 
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Border light (Bel-Sun-Lite) 





Disappearing Footlights (Kliegl) 
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SPECIAL INSTRUMENTS 


Lmnebach Projector — ^This instrument is a shadow projector. 
It consists of a source, a dead black housing, and the slide to be 
projected. As long as the slide is parallel to the screen on which 
the projection is to be made, no distortion occurs. If it is not parallel, 
the distortion on the slide may be laid out mathematically by means 
of a plan and section and by squaring the design to be projected. It 
may also be done by the longer but no less certain trial and error 
method. 

Lens Projections — Lens systems can be attached to the standard 
spotlight for this purpose. There must be a dutchman, which carries 
the second condensing lens, an effect head, or slide carrier, the 
objective funnel and the objective system including the two ob- 
jective lenses. By means of this system a precise pattern can be pro- 
jected a long distance. Here, again, if the projection is not made at 
right angles to the screen, distortion occurs, and in this case the trial 
and error correction will probably be the most satisfactory. The size 
of the image and the size of the slide have a definite relation to the 
focal length of the objective system and the distance between the 
instrument and the screen. The effect drums have either a clock 
work or an electric motor which drives the moving parts. 

Other Effects — For many additional effects the reader is re- 
ferred to the bibliography and instrument catalogues. 
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WITH CASING AND CLOCKWORK 

Breakdown of Assembly 
for a Lens Effect (Kliegl) 


OBJECTIVE- LENS 
AND HOLDER 


Machine 

LENS (Bel-Sun-Lite) 
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Water Ripple 
Effect (KHegi) 


Linnebach 
Projector (Kliegl) 


Cloud Effect 




399 




400 




Electrically Operated, 

Li^tning Flash (Kliegl) 
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APPENDIX V 


ILLUSTRATIONS OF CHARACTER MAKE-UP 

The illustration of Mr. Basil Sidney, one of the foremost Ameri- 
can actors, shows him as he appeared in two roles in his late success 
on Broadway, The Dark Tower. On the right of this photograph, 
Mr. Sidney is seen in straight make-up as Damon Wells. On the 
left is the same actor in the same play, in the role of Max Sarnoff, 
an avenging murderer. Here was a difficult task. The plot of the 
play depended entirely on the fact that no one in the audience should 
possibly know or guess, until it was disclosed at the climax of the 
play, that Wells and Sarnoff were one and the same person. In the 
program a fictitious name was employed for the actor interpreting 
Max Sarnoff. In addition to this very taxing problem, there was still 
another to be faced. The time permitted for the change in make-up 
from one character to another was strictly limited, thereby neces- 
sitating that both make-ups be as simple as possible. 

Let us now examine Mr. Sidney’s solution of this problem. His 
straight make-up was applied without the use of foundation. He 
covered his face only with powder, stressing the outer corners of his 
eyes and his eyebrows with a lead pencil. He outlined his lips with 
dark red rouge. Thus, he simplified his straight make-up. In devis- 
ing his character make-up to suit the German Mr. Sarnoff, he had to 
find a means of providing himself with a ruddy complexion without 
using a grease paint foundation. For this, he substituted rubbing 
alcohol. This may be applied in a few seconds and holds the reddish 
hue on one’s face for about twenty minutes — long enough for a sin- 
gle scene. At the end of that scene, when Mr. Sidney had to appear 
almost at once as Damon Wells, he had only to 3.pply the powder to 
his face. To return once more to the operations for the character 
make-up, we find that he has ordered a wig made on a hair net. In 
order to change the shape of his nose, rubber rings were inserted in 
his nostrils. This device extends the nostrils without interfering with 
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breathing or speech. This is frequently employed in make-up for the 
motion pictures. To change his diction and tone of voice enough to 
fool the audience and in order, furthermore, to make his upper lip 
more prominent, Mr. Sidney had a dentist create a set of false teeth 
made on a hook to fit over his own. The moulding of his face was 
done with dark lines under his chin. The photograph will clearly 
show that he has obtained, thereby, the effects of a heavy double 
chin. He applied false eyebrows, slightly high lighted his eyelids, and 
used a brown powder around the eyes in a circle into which the 
monocle fitted. This make-up was impressive and so adroit that no 
one in the audience discovered that Mr. Sidney played both Wells 
and Sarnoff until the end of the play when, as Sarnoff, in order to 
prove his point, he removed his wig and the rubber nostril rings on 
the stage, in front of the audience. Mr. Sidney was able to contrive 
this make-up through his complete understanding of the part as well 
as through his adeptness in the technique of make-up. 

After this discussion it might perhaps be helpful to outline the 
colors and materials that I have used on myself in the photographs 
on these pages which portray me in a few of the roles I have played 
in Balieff’s Chauve-Souris, 

For the straight make-up for the Madonna of the Italian Ren- 
aissance I have used the following chart. Foundation: Max Factor’s 
grease paint / 2 ; rouge: Stein’s light moist; eye shadows and 

nose shadows: reddish brown mixture; powder: Max Factor’s 
lips: Hudnut’s Crimson :^i 6 ; eyelines (applied with '^artis- 
tic brush”): Stein’s lining color eyebrows (black): Max 

Factor’s Dermatography dark brown pencil. Slight retouching after 
the application of powder with Stein’s orange dry rouge. 

The chart of paints for the decrepit ballerina of de Maupassant’s 
The Minuet is as follows : F oundation : Stein’s Grease Paint #ii; 
high lights: Stein’s #2J; wrinkles: reddish brown mixture; eye- 
brows: grease paint :^ 27 , in order to give them a bushy appearance. 

For the make-up for the part of Merry Wife, a gossip and tale 
bearer in The Moscow Fiancees^ I used the following: dark com- 
plexion: Stein’s grease paint #I 0 ; wrinkles: reddish brown mix- 
ture; high lights on nose, cheek, and chin: Stein’s grease paint # 5 ; 
eyebrows: blocked out with Pinaud’s Pomade Hongroise. 
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Basil Sidney in “The Dark Tower’ 



I'liOboy t ayrt uy t- 
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